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Introduction 


— 


ly purpose in this book has been to analyze the religious 
thought of Horace Bushnell and the emergence of his the- 4 
ology from his society and tradition. Because Bushnell had 
to interest and address the Protestant middle class of nine- 
teenth-century America, the book has partly become a 
study of the concerns and values of this group; because 
Bushnell was a Congregational minister, it is also an inter- 
pretation of the adjustment of Christianity to a specific time * 
and place. Undermined by apathy, science, republican en- 
thusiasm, and middle-class pride, American religion in the 
nineteenth century faced a crisis that threatened_to destroy 
it ee elect et Bushnell met this crisis so 
successfully that his work me a turning point in Ameri- 
can Protestantism. I have traced here the interplay between 
secular pressures and religious thought; I have also tried to 
show how the Christian faith maintained its own challenge 
and imperatives during all adjustments. 

The reformed faith of Luther and Calvin provides a pat- 
tern by which to define Bushnell’s peculiar formulation of 
theology, for he inherited the modified Calvinism of New 
England, and throughout his life the New Testament, the 
work of Jonathan Edwards, and contemporary orthodoxy 
kept the perspectives of strict Calvinism before him. Though 
Calvinism by Bushnell’s time was notorious for its “hard 
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points,” New England had not completely retreated from its 
quondam faith. The basic doctrines of orthodoxy had been 
challenged, but they were still a going concern. Like his fel- 
low Americans, Bushnell could not ignore Calvinism, and he 
worked in the light of its pervasive critique of the human 
condition. , 

The conviction of a qualitative moral disparity between 
God and man informed Calvinism. Born sinful, guilty, and 
“corrupt, man could not escape the moral obliquity at the 
center of his personality. His acts vitiated by a depraved 
will, he stood before an awful and a righteous God. The 
knowledge of his own irredeemable guilt was his closest ap- 
proach to the truth and to salvation. ‘To escape damnation, 
such a creature depended absolutely upon gratuitous divine 
mercy. . 

The Calvinist God transcended man, yet ineluctably de- 
“termined his fate. The human mind could not hope to 
fathom His ways, and He remained always mysterious, to 
some extent a deus absconditus. But He had revealed His 
will in the Bible, where man could read the divine law and 
discover his sin. And God had given man more than knowl- 
edge; to some He had given salvation itself—a gift unmer- 
ited, irresistible, unconditional, and eternal. Christ’s descent 
and death had won atonement for those chosen by God. 
That grace was bestowed upon a limited number of men 
seemed to Calvin the decretum horribile, a fact both terrible 
and inescapable. 

Though salvation was limited to the few and though hell- 
fire was eternal, man had no just complaint. All men de- 
served damnation. If one were saved, he owed God an in- 
finite, humble gratitude; if lost, a devastating penitence. To 
question the will of the Creator was blasphemous pride, for 
God’s sovereignty was absolute. The human task was to 
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serve and glorify Him and to wait humbly for a redeeming 
grace. 

English, Scotch-Irish, and Dutch immigrants made Cal- 
vinism the Promina religion in Colonial America. In 
New England, where the suffrage was often restricted to 
church members, where the clergy spoke decisively on pub- 
lic affairs, and where morals were supervised by clerically 
enlightened officials, Calvinist perceptions informed the 
common experience. The theology itself was codified by 
Samuel Willard in the late seventeenth century; and 
throughout the eighteenth century, New England divines 
pondered and elucidated the system of the reformed faith. 

In the long line of theologians, Jonathan Edwards 1s the 
dominant figure, and his genius presided over the delibera- 
tions of the later eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. 
_ Accepting the basic premises of Calvinism, Edwards con- 
centrated upon defini ng the nature of true religious experi- 
ence. He explored the character of religious affections, of 
the will and of virtue, and assessed the marks of conversion¢ 
The half-hidden God of Calvinism remained, but His de- 
crees, Edwards discovered, were sweet to the believer, who 
selflessly assented to the totality of Being. Man was bound 
to will the “greatest apparent good,” but once the sense of 
divine things seized him, he had a saving experiential knowl- 


edge of the true good. 


The next generations of New England divines built upon 


Edwards’ work. ‘These men, who studied in the parsonages 
of Edwards or Edwards’ pupils, who assiduously read and 
closely argued a small number of treatises on divinity, set 
out to integrate theology. They produced the “New Eng- 
land Theology,” with its peculiar doctrines of the unim- 
puted sinfulness of every individual, the natural ability of 
sinners to do right, the moral-government theory of the 
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atonement. Since the unregenerate had the natural power to 
repent, New Light ministers pressed ardently for the harvest 
of conversions known as a revival. They taught that neither 
Adam’s sin nor Christ’s obedience was imputed to the indi- 
vidual, whose election hinged upon God’s decree. Christ 
had died to save God’s public honor; through His suffering 
and death, God enforced the penalties of the Law and re- 
vealed His hatred of sin. 

While New England theologians were working out God’s 
obligations as just governor of the world, the Colonial rebel- 
lion against an unjust sovereign was creating a nation. With 
the beginning of the United States, divines had to meet more 
dilemmas than the logic of the atonement involved. En- 
grossed in a perilous experiment in freedom, the American 
people pictured themselves more easily as republicans than 
as_sinners. They had become accustomed to stress their ca- 
pacity “and their natural r rights” more than thetr-obligations 
and impotence. ‘The rationale of the Revolution. was ill suited 
to Calvinism, but as Locke’s theories of social contract, the 
common sense of Thomas Paine, and Continental deism 
gained a hearing among American citizens and soldiers, alien 
ideas came to seem self-evident. 

Peace and the new government revealed the declined es- 
tate of the ministry and of religion. In Virginia, where 
young men debated whether Christianity had proved “ben- 
eficial or injurious to mankind,” Bishop Madison and John 
Marshall agreed that the Episcopal church could never re- 
vive. At_Princeton in 1782, only two students professed 
themselves Christian, and at Yale, hi men addressed each 
other as “Rousseau” and “Voltaire.” In New England, when 
Federalist ministers tried to enlighten congregations on poli- 
tics, they met indignant resistance.’ Self-consciously and 
competently enlisted in an experiment in secular govern- 
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ment, the people felt no need for theological advice on their 
politics. 

The early nineteenth century increased the perplexities of 
the few New Englanders who still longed for a Calvinist 
Holy Commonwealth. Throughout New England, land de- 
terioration, the beginnings of industry, the promise of the 
West, “and t the building of canals and better roads redistrib- 

ted the population and changed familiar living patterns. 
“ie ile young men in search of a fortune filled the cities; 
impoverished families in the villages saw sons and See. 
depart for western lands or urban occupations. The stable 
church of the Puritan faith, the unit of God’s special grace, | 
no longer existed. Congregations fluctuated and were ae 
posed of men and women facing straitened circumstances, 


sudden wealth, or an unknown order in which they had to | 
prove themselves. Meanwhile, other sects were expanding: | 


Baptists and Methodists increased among the lower classes, | 


Episcopalians and Unitarians among the well-to-do. In Con-7 


necticut, despite the resistance of the Congregational clergy, 
the union of such dissenting sects disestablished the Congre- 
gational church in 1818. 

Religion scarcely monopolized the interest or enthusiasm 
of the country. An exuberant nationalism pervaded the 
North, inspiring Clay’s American Plan, Webster’s oratory, 
Emerson’s American Scholar. In the thirties Jacksonian dem- 
ocrats attacked the “money power” which curtailed the la- 
borer’s and businessman’s chances for success; in the forties 
the states fought to fulfil their continental destiny. 


Bushnell shared the aggressive. nationalism of his time. He | 


inherited its religious traditions, and knew firsthand the dis- 
comforts of its social mobility. As a minister he assumed pe- 
~ culiar responsibility for the time’s religion and morality. His 
audience was mixed. In Connecticut orthodoxy was vocif- 
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erous and wary; but Bushnell also addressed the larger pub- 
lic that supported Episcopalianism, Unitarianism, or tran- 
scendentalism. The specific pressures of his audience, his 
class, his vocation, and his time stand behind his theology. 
His story necessarily becomes a partial narrative of the for- 
tunes of Christianity in America. But it is also the record of 
one man’s personal struggle to find and hold Christian truth 


for himself and for his contemporaries. 
ro ee elaien . ee 
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I. Origins 


Like the majority of American ministers in his time, Horace 
Bushnell was born on a farm. For generations the Bushnells 
had tilled the Connecticut soil, moving from Guilford to 
New Canaan, Litchfield, and New Preston but not hazard- 
ing a remoter frontier. The family history and traditions 
had been shaped in rural Vermont and Connecticut, and the 
religious unrest of eighteenth-century New England marked 
its annals. Bushnell’s paternal grandmother, unable to accept 
the strict Calvinism of her local minister, had been con- 
verted to evangelical, non-doctrinal Methodism by an itin- 
erant preacher. Yet, if religious dogma had waned in the 
family, the religious passion persisted, and in New Preston, 
Bushnell’s Methodist father and Episcopalian mother joined 
the only available church—the Congregational. 

During Bushnell’s childhood his parents achieved moder- 
ate prosperity and prestige within their known society. In 
1805, when Bushnell was three, his father moved to New 
Preston to take advantage of its superior water power. 
Neighboring farmers brought their raw wool to the elder 
Bushnell’s carding machine and cloth mill, eventually he be- 
came a justice of the peace. On the farm, hired laborers 
worked in the fields with the father and children, while 
Mrs. Bushnell employed several men in a cloth-dressing 
shop. The family lived thriftily and unpretentiously, eating 
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their meals with the “hired hands,” dressing in homespun of 
their own manufacture. 

For eighteen years Bushnell lived in the family’s roomy 
farmhouse, and for most of that time he expected to spend 
the rest of his life on a Connecticut farm. He had the farm- 
er’s sure, hard knowledge of the seasons and the soil. He 
tugged rocks out of the hill, threshed rye in the autumn sun, 
dressed flax by hand. In spring he plowed the recalcitrant 
soil and knew the excitement of a gusty sky and the sudden 
thrust of green. Winters meant hauling logs through the 
thick snow and being confined in the schoolroom. Trained 
in the industrious self-respect of small New England entre- 
preneurs, Bushnell received the discipline of toil and frugal- 
ity. Looking back on his youth, he was proud of its severe 
simplicity; “the necessities of a rough country and an in- 
tractable soil are good necessities,” he announced in 1851. 

There were pleasures as well: bossing or playing with his 
younger brothers and sisters; doughnuts, cider, apples, and 
hickory nuts shared around a winter fire; fishing for pickerel 
on Lake Waramaug; yearly trips with his father to sell prod- 
uce in the great city of Hartford. An active, ingenious, 
boisterous boy, Bushnell took his studies casually but de- 
lighted in tests of skill, pitting himself against neighboring 
wrestlers and debaters. His days were strenuous but not 
tense; the democracy of the small town permitted a buoyant 
assurance. Everyone wore homespun, and in the church, 
worshipers sat according to age while they pursued the min- 
ister’s syllogisms on free will and election. Within the farm- 
ing village, Bushnell was at his ease. Only the thought of 
the “great folk” of city and college disquieted him, and at 
fourteen, content with his prospects, he rejected his mother’s 
suggestion that he go to college.1 

Though respectfully eager to train himself for a life like 
his father’s, the boy does not seem to have been close to his 
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parent. Bushnell’s recorded memories of his father are duti- 
ful but brief. Later in life, he recalled his father’s Sunday 
grumblings at their minister’s Calvinism, eventually, he 
blamed his beloved mother’s death upon his father’s decision 
to move west late in life. He never forgot a flogging his 
father gave him. In the later imaginative stabilization of his 
family life, he identified this whipping with the rigor of the 
Law.? 

Bushnell was more warmly devoted to his mother, whose - 
love, resolution, and energy loom large in the scanty records 
of his childhood. She had dedicated him, her first-born, to 
the ministry, and while he was still in grade school, she per- 
suaded her husband to give the boy a college education. Her 
practical, insistent, and untheological faith eased Bushnell’s 
childhood religious experiences; he never suffered before a 
merciless Calvinist deity the youthful terror that drove * 
contemporaries like Horace Mann to self-torment and theo- 
logical rebellion. Though anxious to have her children 
Christians, Mrs. Bushnell inquired little about their beliefs 
or conversion experiences but stressed rather “industry, 
order, time, fidelity, reverence, neatness, truth, intelligence, 
prayer.’ 

Bushnell’s love for his mother was sustained and com- | 
pelling. His later concept of the Christian life incorporated | 
her values, and his most crucial decisions tended to fulfil her 
ambitions for him. Under the impetus of her religious con- 
cern, urged by the Calvinism of the local minister, he strug- 
gled with orthodox doctrines and finally, at the age of 
twenty, joined the New Preston church. 

As the boy matured into manhood, his mother took in- 
creasing charge of his destiny. Between 1815 and 1820 the 
expansion of manufacturing cut into the market for home- 
spun woolens, and Bushnell’s apprenticeship to his father 
no longer seemed prudent. Instead of following his father’s 
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career, he had now to make his own way. His lack of capi- 
tal, his newly won faith, his mother’s hopes—pointed to col- 
lege and the ministry, and Mrs. Bushnell planned and carried 
out the household frugality that made the money available. 
In 1823 Bushnell left home to enter Yale’s freshman class. 
The young man departed from New Preston as a prospec- 
tive minister, spurred by his mother’s sacrifices and blessed 
by her gratified ambition. . 

He arrived at Yale in the fall, older than most students 
and dressed in the outmoded homespun which, for econ- 
omy, he had agreed to wear throughout his college career. 
This was his first close contact with the outside world, and 
it was accompanied by strain and uncertainty. By contem- 
porary standards he was already counted a man. He came 
from the country, fearful of the gap between his “awkward” 
rural ways and the “great folk of a college.” During his four 
years at New Haven he was ignored by the society of the 
city, though his classmate Nathaniel Parker Willis was so 
besieged with invitations that he could not find time to 
study. Willis, who was busily playing the gentleman, found 
few Yale colleagues with whom he cared to associate. Most 
of them were “profane and dissipated.” The “pious stu- 
dents” were “mostly men, without any refinement either of 
manners or feeling—fresh from the country—whose piety” 
made them respectable and saved them from being total 
=DOOFS. 4 

College life seemed to imperil piety. While Willis amused 
himself in Hartford society, his own religious faith declined. 
Parents were familiar with the subversive effects of college. 
“I am indeed encircled by gay companions and numerous 
temptations,” Jonathan Brace, Jr., admitted, describing Yale 
in 1827 to his anxious parents. Already a sturdy, brusque, 
and forthright man, Bushnell roomed next to the elegant 
young Willis and decided that he himself cut a “poor 
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figure.” When he eventually improved his status in the col- 
lege, he discovered that his ‘ ‘religious _c character” had gone 
“down.” Yet, st, although Bushnell lost his faith during col- 
lege, he did not overtly worry about ‘religious problems or 
search out a possible rationale of belief. His college papers 
did not touch 1 upon religious subjects. As a Junior he wrote 
a tragedy; his light essays dealt with “Jack Phosphorous,” 
“Home,” and “Dancing,” while his more serious efforts in- 
vestigated “Ambition” and “Genius.” He devoted his com- 
mencement address to “Some Defects of Modern Oratory.”® 

The skimpy records of Bushnell’s college years bear marks 
of difhdence and conflict. He worked hard, played boister- 
ously at sports, joined a temperance group and a debating 
society; but on the whole he gave the impression of a 
“scholar, original, retired, peculiar.” Though his letters re- 
veal that Demosthenes had captured his imagination, he 
recited shyly and reluctantly. Nonetheless, the student was 
already convinced that man wished as inevitably for an “im- 
perishable name as for an eternal existence.’”® 

Out of the tension between his past and the demands of 
college society came Bushnell’s first experience of language 
as a problem and a barrier. “I was brought up in a country 
family, ignorant of any but country society, where culti- 
vated language in conversation was unknown. | entered 
college late, . . . when the vernacular type of language is 
cast... . I had no language, and if I chanced to have an idea, 
nothing came to give it expression.””* 

During these years of conscious exile he struggled to forge 
a language. He took the “pedestrian” Paley for a model, 
and his faith continued to disintegrate; he read Coleridge’s 
Aids to Reflection and found it baffling. The isolation of the 
move from New Preston to New Haven started Bushnell 
on the long quest for a new understanding of language; 
twenty-five years later he would construct a semantic that 
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could resolve the tensions between a rural vocabulary, 
sophisticated society, and Christian faith. 

The uneasiness Bushnell experienced in Yale reflected the 
strains of the changing, mobile society of nineteenth-cen- 
tury America. In the Northeast, an emergent urban society 
was introducing standards of refinement which both be- 
guiled and frightened men born to a simpler order. Travel- 
ing through New England and New York in 1821, Theo- 
dore Dwight recorded the rise of a new “fashionable” so- 
ciety; gloomily he observed the mincing, curtseying, French- 
speaking children paraded by proud and corrupted parents 
while he pondered New England’s moral decay. “You would 
suppose,” he morosely noted, “that the children were a su- 
perior race of beings.” His own convictions on innate de-_ 
pravity unshaken, Dwight deplored the rise of an educa- 
tional system which favored “an imagination, already soft, 
and sickly; . .. a sensibility already excessive.”® 

Fears like Dwight’s troubled the Connecticut Evangelical 
_ Magazine and the Christian Spectator. Such magazines urged 
a new asceticism to distinguish saints from sinners—total 
abstinence from balls, cards, and luxury. Yet, despite pious 
exhortations, the giddiness of the “better classes” was not 
stayed, and imprecations continued to darken sermons, while 
a procession of reform societies publicized a backsliding 
public. 

The simple fact was that city people were not exclusively 
anxious for sainthood but timidly aspired to cut an im- 
pressive figure in urban society. In a fluctuating economy 
the newly rich were hastily defining their estate by all the 
available symbols of aristocracy and were not to be checked 
by clerical laments. Etiquette books multiplied as the middle 
class determinedly marched after gentility. It was difficult 
to claim sure success when a steady stream of articulate 
travelers harped on the crudeness of Americans. Too am- 


6 


ORIGINS 


bitious and too diffident to dismiss foreign opinion, indig- 
nant Americans insatiably perused accounts of national vul- 
garity. 

While privately doubting their social adequacy, Ameri- 
cans also worried that virtue and religion might be lost in 
the scramble after fashion. The mixed aims of the society 
found readiest expression in popular fiction, where inad- 
missible conflicts could be dramatically exorcised by author 
and reader. The gift books that ornamented American par- 
lor tables during the early nineteenth century gave a pattern 
to some of the anxieties which distressed an urban society 
“fresh from the country.” 

In the conventions of this popular literature the “coun- 
try” was an ambiguous and persistent symbol. Almost in- 
variably, country people had abundant faith and crude 
manners. The country offered a sanctuary for homespun 
heroes and heroines who shunned or were ignorant of 
fashion, parties, and skepticism. The sanctuary was not in- 
violable, however, and sometimes only a determined, pious 
death saved the unwary rustic from worldly contamination. 
y The vulnerability of the country was everywhere apparent: 
in the contempt of the worldly for rural simplicity, in the 
easy seductions of country maidens by city rakes, in the 
bumbling shyness of the most virtuous before the urbane.® 

The city was the resort of the wealthy, the powerful, and 
the vicious; young men yielded to its glamor until converted 
by the helpless beauty of a country girl, the pious necessi- 
ties of a widowed mother, or the nobility of an aged pastor. 
Transplanted to the city, the rural heroine had limited al- 
ternatives: she might die a martyr’s death, save her husband, 
or, briefly seduced by frivolity, she might attend balls, even- 
tually to die, repentant and lost.1° The dramatic antago- 
nism was rigid; one pole of experience or the other had to 
collapse. 
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Yet, within the convention, the country had its own 
strength, derived from devotion to God and the presence 
of Nature. Simple piety, busy with the duties of farm and 
family, could charm even urban depravity. A debutante was 
disappointed in her return to the city, for she found “some- 
thing in all this gorgeousness and festivity . . . unholy. I have 
lived so much, of late years, in the wild dells and solemn 
forests of the country.” In the country, sudden religious 
conviction seized skeptical city dwellers. A backwoods min- 
ister, preaching to a member of a fashionable urban church, 
opened the “avenue of feeling, long sealed by inveterate 
worldliness.”’!4 

Though in literary convention piety always preferred the 
homespun simplicity of country cottages, quilting bees, and 
church-going, religious men actually proved less bucolic in 
their choices. Few were willing to accept the dire alterna- 
tives of the literary annuals. The Young Lady’s Own Book, 
lamenting that the vulgarity of religious people had made 
piety seem inelegant, urged believers to take more pains for 
their manners.’* Ambitious young men could not afford to 
blunder. From Andover Theological Seminary, the devout 
Calvinist Joel Hawes cautioned his fiancée to avoid domes- 
ticity. “I am afraid of the kitchen. That refinement of taste, 
delicacy of feeling, and elegance of manners, which I de- 
light to see in others, though I do not possess them myself, 
cannot be acquired but by being conversant with elegant 
authors and people of cultivated minds.”28 

Young Bronson Alcott returned from Cheshire Academy 
convinced that his classmates were ridiculing his homespun 
and his dialect; later he made the South a school of manners, 
returning to his native Spindle Hill with debts, the most 
fashionable coat he could find on Broadway, and the grati- 
fying persuasion that his person and diction had acquired 
elegance. Rural simplicity had its disadvantages, and re- 
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ligious writers warned that theological students, cloistered 
with each other and their professors, might graduate boors, 
unfit to mingle with their polite parishioners." 

Gift books vainly protested that “true manners” and piety 
were indistinguishable; their stories betrayed a different per- 
suasion. No one seemed certain how vast a destruction the 
existence of polite society might bring to manners and 
morals, but, outside fiction, few young men making city 
careers could neglect its sanctions. 

Upon graduation from Yale, Bushnell assiduously set about 
entering the society of Norwich, Connecticut, where he was 
unenthusiastically teaching school. “I hardly know whether 
you will believe me,” he gaily informed former classmate 
Cortlandt Van Rensselaer, “but it is a fact, that I have lately 
taken .. . to visiting the ladies.” His mother noted his care 
to “convert himself into a gentleman” with anxious inquiry 
after his religion.® Yet even after his conversion in 1831, 
Bushnell urged upon his former Yale students the “impor- 
tance of polished conciliatory manners,” before he apolo- 
getically mentioned an “unwelcome subject”—his belief in 
human immortality and accountability.’® 

Like the homespun, the rocky soil, and the dialects of the 
country, traditional religious language was linked to a past 
which mobile men were leaving behind them; by 1851 Bush- 
nell had come to explicit recognition of the distance between 
the “age of homespun” and his own society. “There was a 


rigor in their piety, a want of gentle feeling. . . . The 
mothers of the homespun age had a severe limit on their 
culture and accomplishments. . .. We demand a delicacy 


and elegance of manners impossible to them.”?” 

Yet neither Bushnell nor his society was ready to dismiss 
the past to which they were bound by loyalty, love, and 
respect. The pervasive concern for religion which ran 
through popular periodicals and many best-sellers demanded 
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- the redefinition, not the abolition, of religion. Ambitious, 
gifted, and conscientious, Bushnell ell was caught between the 
time’s faith and its condescensions. He knew firsthand the 
need for religious redefinition, and during the long process 
of his inquiry, the search for language and a tenable faith 
fused with the struggle for success and for peace with his 
_origins. With God in Christ in 1849, he a the 
"relief of resolution. 

But the young graduate of Yale College could envisage 
no such victory. His future career and his chances for suc- 
cess seemed as vague as his faith, Six years after graduation 
he had judged himself a failure as a schoolteacher and had 
found New York journalism distasteful. Nonetheless, he did 
not consider the ministry. He dreamed of political distinc- 
tion and felt the pressure of time. Having studied the law 
for six months, he was so anxious to embark on a legal- 
political career in the West that he unhesitatingly turned 
down a tutorship at Yale. Only his mother’s firm conviction 
that he should accept the position changed his plans. With 
the tutorship he combined study in the Yale Law School. 

By 1831 Bushnell had completed his law examinations; 
throughout the two years of tutorship, he experienced diffi- 
culty in leading college prayers, and he had communicated 
his doubts to his students. When a revival swept Yale in 
1831, Bushnell and a group of his followers remained aloof. 
In the chapel and in private talks Professors Goodrich and 
Fitch demanded that the students choose between conver- 
sion and godlessness. Evenings, Nathaniel Taylor preached 
in the Rhetorical Chambers. The tutors established a reli- 
gious meeting of their own, but Bushnell did not attend. 

The revival and his students’ dependence nonetheless 
sharpened Bushnell’s religious anxiety. He felt the need of 
religious affirmation. Perhaps it was his defection from faith 
or the felt responsibility for his students’ apathy, but cer- 
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tainly it was some conviction of guilt more assessable than 

jo+the despair of total depravity that resulted in the decision 
which he called conversion. In this crisis he decided that he 
had failed to be. be ruled by the law of right and that hence- 
forward he would obey that law. 

If piety had waned in America, a moral code remained 
to assure the skeptic. Besieged by doubts, Bushnell found 
he could rely on one certainty: the distinction between” 
right and wrong. Starting with this moral conviction, by 
means of moral ¢ choice he tried to cut a] path to God. “If 
there is a God, . he isa right God. If I have lost him in 
the wrong, pethaps I shall find him in the right.’ ” He prayed 
to the “dim God, dimly felt” and was “borne up into God’s 
help. .. . After this all troublesome doubt of God’s reality 
is pone The sinner’s anguished need for justification had 
been lost in the search for belief. To have won belief in God 
and self was salvation. 

Beginning with the assumption of man’s powers of right- “ 
eousness, Bushnell could not conceive a God so demanding 
or alien that the will had to be broken. For Bushnell, neither 
Edwards’ ecstatic consent to the inscrutable will of God 
nor the “willingness to be damned for the glory of God” 
which had tested New Light converts made sense. The 
rationale behind the “hard points” of Calvinism had not 
troubled him; he had assumed a goodness able to choose - 
the r Tight and a God so gratified by the decision that the 
choice entailed salvation... 

et if Bushnell’s conversion reflected the moralistic Cal- 
vinism of his time, he himself thought of faith as the choice 
of the heart over the head. Longing for the Trinity which 
his reason denied, he determined to “hold” by his heart.1® 
Faith seemed to require the sacrifice of the reason, and the . 
crucial separation of mind and emotions entered Bushnell’s 
religious perspective. If Christian belief could be attained 
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only through the feelings and by the denial of reason, theo- 
logical rationales were redundant. The mind had to be per- 
petually humbled in the interest of faith and “the heart.” 
Bushnell had chosen faith, and he quickly fixed upon a 
ministerial career. He entered the Yale Divinity School in 
1831, with no theology and a minimal belief. The prospect 
must have appeared treacherous to a conscientious man so 


deeply committed and so flimsily equipped. 


Le 


II. A Christianity for Common Sense 


When Bushnell began his theological studies in 1831, Na- 
thaniel Taylor had ruled the Yale Divinity School for nine 
years. Taylor’s colleagues shared his peculiar views and 
echoed them in lectures, sermons, and lengthy articles in the 
_ Christian Spectator. But Taylor himself assumed the burden 
of presenting the students with the comprehensive, logical 
summa of the course. In the tidy, unhurried hand of S. W. 
Dutton, a student in 1838, Taylor’s ordered syllogisms still 
remain, unmolested by comments and abundantly under- 
lined. Yet, though pure reason marshaled the notes, Dutton, 
like his contemporaries, paid tribute to alien gods. Carefully 
pasted on the notebook cover, the mournful strains of Mrs. 
Lydia Huntley Sigourney’s “Widow’s Charge at Her Daugh- 
ter’s Funeral” challenged the austere sequences of logic. 

Students could leave the Divinity School secure in the 
possession of the rationale of God’s moral government and 
trained in the techniques of successful revivalism. Bushnell 
nonetheless failed to find there the theology his experience 
demanded. Taylor remembered the student for his belliger- 
eft opposition; Bushnell’s later praise for his teacher was 
that Taylor had taught him to think for himself. But in 
spite of his cherished revolt Bushnell called upon the New 
Divinity’s basic concepts in later life, and he could not 
escape any more than Taylor had from the context in which 
Taylor’s theology was devised. 
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Taylor’s first course, in Mental and Moral Philosophy, 
reviewed material familiar to most college students. For the 
course was based upon the common sense realism of Reid, 
Stewart, Brown, Blair, and Kames, which was standard un- 
dergraduate fare in contemporary colleges in America. By 
- the eighteen-thirties, the Scottish common-sense philosophy 
seemed obvious; for most Americans it determined the 
limits of sensible doubt and definitively described the human 
mind. To American delight, it was an empirical philosophy 
that yet salvaged morality, the existence of things, and the 
power of the mind to know absolute truth. 

The Scottish tradition was empirical in tracing most of | 
man’s knowledge to percepts of the mental and material 
world. As separate images and emotions impinged on the 
mind, they eventually were linked together by repeated co- | 
existence. Once custom had established linkages between 
percepts, particular sensations initiated the habitual chain of 
images and feelings, which eventuated in aesthetic pleasure, 
intellectual conviction, an emotion, or all three. Thus the 
past became the key to present belief, and education emerged 
as the decisive factor in determining mind and character. 
American gift books, articles, and poetry echoed the theory 
that experience joined ideas and feelings in irrevocable 
union; plastic, ductile, the creature of the past, the “mind” 
had been brought into clear focus and confronted parents 
and reformers, politicians and ministers. 

Even more gratifying than the educational susceptibilities 
of the mind described by Scottish realism was its ability to 
achieve the truth-Fhough the realists disputed | the number 
and content of sélf=evident truths, they agreed that the mind 
did possess incontestable intuitions. As Taylor taught, the 
instrument of such felicitous certainties was common sense, 

“the reason of mankind generally .. . employed in making 
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those decisions which it is competent to make, arriving of 
course at uniform and infallible decisions.” 

If the definition was circular, the assurance was agreeable 
though not startling to Americans. Self-consciously proving 
the success of the democratic experiment to antiquated old 
world monarchies, Americans were accustomed to recog- 
nize their own competence. The arcanum of political sci- 
ence had proved transparent to republican vision; before an 
attentive world the common man was demonstrating his 
mastery of the art and theory of self-government. And revo- 
lutionary confidence flourished with the decades. Through- 
out the nineteenth century, state constitutions were revised 
to abolish property requirements for suffrage; in 1840 Whigs 
and Democrats noisily vied in their praise of the common 
man. Foreigners occasionally found the national complacen- 
cy oppressive. In 1833 Thomas Hamilton noted that Ameri- 
cans treated intricate problems as so obvious that any school- 
boy could easily decide them. “The Americans seem to 
imagine themselves imbued with the power of feeling truth.” 
The persuasion that the individual mind could settle every 
issue seemed to De Tocqueville to be the universal philo- 
sophical assumption of Americans.’ 

American self-assurance did not spare theology, which, 
De Tocqueville reported, reigned less “‘as a doctrine of reve- 
lation than as a commonly received opinion.”* In the de- 
mocracy of belief a learned elite could not command assent 
because of trained or superior understanding. As the New 
Englander warned, the proper test of religious doctrine was 
not the “opinion of philosophers” but the untrained judg- 
ment of the “mass of men.”® Measured by common sense, 
theological truth was as discernible to the layman as to the 
cleric, and Taylor’s New Divinity proposed to the public 
“not.a dark hall full of mysteries, but terra firma covered 
with light; and not mere speculation and vain philosophy, 
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but the main-spring, . . . sinews, and muscle of revival 
preaching.’® | 

American ministers seized upon the common-sense phi- 
losophy with an avidity that betrayed their need. Conscious 
of the victories of Unitarians in Massachusetts and of Epis- 
copalians in Connecticut, New England Calvinists were pre- 
pared to muffle some of the orthodox doctrines which 
offended contemporary American common sense. In Cal- 
vinism the inscrutable decrees of God—damnation of the 
many, the election of some to unmerited salvation, the 
“offense” of the Cross—had rested at a point of transcendent 
mystery and were known only by revelation. Yet nine- 
teenth-century articles on homiletics enthused at the singu- 
lar compatibility of Christianity and common sense; even- 
tually, the New Englander praised the democratic facility 
of Christian belief. Christianity had such “few and plain” 
essential doctrines that the lowest classes could understand 
it “very early in life.” It was happily a “strong system,” 
“cheaply received, cheaply supported, and cheaply propa- 
gated.’”7 

Clerical methods, too, had to be revised for successful 
encounters with republican common sense. Religious peri- 
odicals warned that it was futile to rely on the voluminous 
logic of eighteenth-century divines. No one would accept 
a conclusion “repugnant” to his intuitions anyway. How- 
ever flawless the reasoning, Ebenezer Porter warned, “any 
plain man” would “boldly pronounce” a conclusion false 
if it offended his innate certainties.8 

Of all the self-evident principles of the mind, moral truths 
seemed to Americans the most obvious and the most pre- 
cious. Like the Scottish realists, Taylor taught that the prin- 
ciples of moral obligation were absolute cognitions that did 
not depend on reason or experience. A heritage of eight- 
eenth-century rationalism, the conviction that the human 
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mind universally possessed the law of right was shared by 
Old and New School Calvinists, Unitarians, Quakers, and 
deists. Though Paul had declared that without the revealed 
Jaw he had not known sin, and though both Paul and Luther 
had announced that faith not virtue was the antithesis of sin, 
Americans were convinced that the reason knew the law of 
virtue, that the will was obliged by it, and that sin was the 
failure to observe it. As Timothy Dwight announced to 
Yale seniors, virtue was “nothing but voluntary obedience 
to truth; and Sin nothing but voluntary obedience to false- , 
hood.’”® 

This structure of universal moral obligation, binding upon 
God and man, became the basis of New England theology v 
and of Tayloi’s New Divinity. By the time of the Revo- 
lution it had become obvious that honorable men could not 
give allegiance to a Deity beyond the law, whimsically dis- 
pensing condemnations or pardons. The political metaphor, 
within which God functioned as a ruler earning his subjects’ 
loyalty by a judicious benevolence, captured the imagina- 
tion of the post-Revolutionary generations and sounded 
through the writings of the younger Edwards, Dwight, 
Emmons, Bellamy, and Taylor. 

Taylor’s New Divinity rested upon the epistemology and 
the ethical absolutism of the Scottish common-sense philoso- 
phy. Nonetheless, it was radical enough to make New Haven 
the center of religious controversies for over a decade. 
Though the passionate debate, which circled around Tay- 
lor’s peculiar doctrines on evil, moral agency, and regener- 
ation, was tedious to the student Bushnell, he learned his 
lessons well enough to incorporate many of Taylor’s con- 
cepts in his own theology. 

Designed for efficient preaching and the defeat of Uni- 
tarianism, Taylor’s theology bore the marks of popular 
preferences. At every point the power of God was limited / 
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to make Him reasonable, just, and acceptable to man. The 
world was so dominated by His benevolence that His nature 
was crossed and thwarted by sin. He had permitted evil in 
the world not wilfully but because fie aya with its évil 
was the best alternative available to His choice, and He 
offered for man’s approval the best of all possible universes. 

Under God’s benign administration, happiness was good 


and suffering was evil. Since all men sought their own happi- 


- ness, self-interest was divinely sanctioned. Thus God’s just 


equation of human nature and moral duty made man’s obli- 
gation and pleasure alike the blithe pursuit of happiness. Sin 
was only the error that happiness and selfishness were iden- 
tical. Thus defined as folly, sin called less for reprobation 
than enlightenment, and through the scourges of natural evil 
God pressed upon erring man the recognition that he had 
won not happiness but pain. Under this vigorous and salu- 
tary discipline, the faltering creature was led toward sal- 
vation. 

The Unitarian protest had harped relentlessly on Calvin- 
ism’s damnation of doomed and helpless human beings. In 
concerted strategy, Taylor and Beecher outlined a gentler 
orthodoxy that exonerated God and encouraged man by in- 
sisting on the possibility of human righteousness. Man was 
a moral neuter, without sin until he violated the law of right, 
a simple idea intuitively perceived and universally accepted. 
Though certain to sin, he had “power to the contrary”; the 
decision and the guilt were his own. 

Primarily seeking a Calvinism which could be preached 


: effectively, Taylor a that neither the minister nor the 


sinner. should be aged by_ the fact of depravity. For 
the preacher had oar to appeal to the “neutral” self-love at 
the core of the personality and to demonstrate to man that 
his true happiness lay in obedience to God’s law. Thus en- 


’ lightened, the sinner could be freed from his bondage to 
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selfishness. Such a saving change demanded none of the des- 
perate, probing scrutiny by self and community which the 
early Puritans had required. It could come with gratifying 
swiftness and transform the sinner into the saint. That men 

“must suffer pangs and glooms for years, that they must go 
through the . . . protracted process of law-work,” had be- 
come an antiquated notion, according to the Christian Spec- 
fat0T..° 

By the time Bushnell entered Divinity School, the earlier : 
Calvinism of New England had been transformed to meet 
the requirements of republican common sense. The terrible 
deus absconditus of Calvinism had become genial, rational, 
and reliable. Under the epistemology of common-sense real- 
ism, God and man were bound together by mutual percep- 
tion and acknowledgment of the right. Republicans could 
easily 1 revere a God who had made man so susceptible to sal- 
vation and who aimed only at good government and human 
felicity. The New Divinity became Bushnell’s point of de- 
parture. He never lost the conviction ¢ of the overwhelming | 
benevolence of God « or the sense of intimate moral kinship 
between. God and man. Like Taylor, he worked for conver- 
sions that would turn the will from selfishness to love. 

The sttident nonetheless passed through the course per- 
sistently disavowing all discipleship. The very questions that 
inspired passionate controversies throughout New England 
were rejected. Bushnell chose to enter the ministry without 
the reassurance of an authoritative system of divinity. His 
choice meant that he would have to define his position 
piecemeal while his people scrutinized his sermons, alert for 
the heresies of Taylorism or the outmoded orthodoxy of 
Tylerism, while they watched and waited for a “season of 
refreshment” or for the untoward enthusiasm that might 
vulgarize the scene. 

Bushnell’s aggressive, costly rejection was inspired not by 
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orthodox loyalties but by imperative personal experiences 
which were still unrationalized and inarticulate. Taylor’s 
methods and questions only continued the traditions of 
rural religious thought. Building upon the familiar idiom 
of the New England theology, Taylor offered no way to 
“address a society which feared the marks of its own past. 
_ Just as Bushnell had not lost his faith because of perplexities 
about evil or free agency, he was not reassured by Taylor’s 
resolution of these problems. Bushnell’s New Preston pastor 
had repeatedly pondered God’s wisdom in the permission 
of sin; Bushnell himself was ready to drop the question. He 
knew by his own experience that religjon had not fallen_out 
of fashion because men felt doomed to sin and suffer. The 
theology of common sense did not answer the needs of, 
those who had held to religion by the heart. Though Bush- | 
nell had been converted again, he did not want to return: 
to the methods of his childhood faith; the profound unsettle- 
ment of his college years lay behind his irritated certainty | 
that Taylor’s system was inappropriate and sterile. 

But if the cause of the rejection lay in Bushnell’s past, the 
rejection itself was prophetic. He had already acquired the 
focus of that religious sensibility which would eventually 
transform the Calvinism of common sense. In the long, ardu- 
ous search for a new language and a different perspective, 
Bushnell found his first ally in Samuel Taylor Coleridge, 
whose writings would assuage and emancipate other young 
men from the country who descended upon Boston with 
“knives in their brains.’’?4 
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III. The Preferences of the 
Romantic Sensibility 


q Unimpressed by Taylor’s elaborate rationale of God’s moral 
government and weary of the familiar idiom of his New 
Preston church, Bushnell suddenly discovered in the Aids to 
Reflection an escape from his hostile isolation. As an old 
man, Bushnell testified that he owed more to the Aids than 
to any other book except the Bible. The praise casts strong 
light upon the extremity and gratification of the student, for 
Bushnell never admitted intellectual debts easily. Coleridge 
somehow addressed the perplexed faith which Taylor had 
failed to satisfy. 

Between 1830 and 1850 many theological students experi- 
enced a similar excitement on reading the Aids. First pub- 
lished in America in 1829 by James Marsh of the University 
of Vermont, the Aids to Reflection met errant religious 
needs among students whose professors recommended and 
expounded Paley, Butler, Edwards, Taylor, or their own 
“systems of divinity.” In 1842 Emerson noted that at An- 
dover the Aids sold by the “shelvesful,” while throughout 
the thirties and forties standard religious periodicals testified 
to Coleridge’s appeal by lengthy refutations or occasional 
praise. By 1848 the Princeton Review sorrowfully conceded 
that Coleridge had a “strong moulding influence” upon “a 
certain class of minds.’ 
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In contrast to Taylorite Divinity, Coleridge admitted the 
difficulties of suet belief. “Never be afraid to 
doubt,” the Aids counseled, “if only you have the disposi- 
tion to believe, and doubt in order that you may end in be- 
lieving the truth.”? The book did not proceed by syllogisms, 
learned, diffuse, eclectic, the Aids moved fitfully, passing 
from Kantian theorizing to exhortation, pausing to lambast 
Paley or the present age, yet throughout its apparent dis- 
order communicating a curious, ardent faith. 

The method of the Aids was in itself an emancipation to 
Americans. In place of premises and conclusions, aphorisms 
and “comments” invited the reader to ponder, dispute, or 
assent. The freewheeling procedure was agreeable to Amer- 
ican students who had failed to be persuaded by marshaled 
logic. The Aids offered a new model of preaching to the 
younger clergy. Eventually, contemporary reviewers would 
praise Bushnell for his sudden insights and elliptical reason- 
ing or would blame him for his indifference to logical 
order.® 

In spite of its disjunctive style, the Aids offered a coher- 
ent interpretation of religion, based on a Kantian rather than 
an empirical epistemology. Coleridge had found a structure 
for his faith in Kant’s differentiation between the Reason 
and the Understanding, and Marsh’s Preface announced that 
this distinction was essential to the book. The Understand- 
ing was the faculty that related and gave form to sensations. 
Yet, despite these services, the Understanding was an unre- 
liable instrument of knowledge. Dependent upon the senses 
for all its materials, the Understanding abstracted, general- 
ized, named, and compared. It had no independent authority 
and brought no immediate truths. The Understanding con- 
structed theological systems but knew nothing of spiritual 
experience; it functioned only in the realm of nature which 
the spirit transcended. The “hollowness and tricksy soph- 
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istry” of “Natural Theology” resulted from the misguided 
use of the Understanding. For “wherever the forms of rea- 
soning appropriate only to the matural world are applied to 
spiritual realities, . . . the more strictly logical the reasoning 
is in all its parts, the more irrational it is as a whole.” The 
logical pyramid of Taylor’s lectures, which built upon man’s 
sensations, self-interest, and common sense, toppled easily 
for converts to this new epistemology. 

But if the Understanding was spiritually blind, man still 
had access to uncontingent spiritual truths. The Reason be- 
held the truth directly, “having a similar relation to the In- 
telligible or Spiritual as seNsE has to the Material or Phe- 
nomenal,’’* The Reason was autonomous; it did not depend 
upon sensations or the restricting forms of space and time 
but permitted transcendent knowledge of moral law and 
spiritual existence. 

Instead of restricting experience to the harmonious inter- 
play of sensations and common sense, the Aids thus depicted 
two worlds in which man might function: the Understand- 
ing’s orbit of nature and the Reason’s realm of conscience 
and insight. The gap between the phenomenal and the spir- 
itual universes might prove ethically painful and intellectu- 
ally frustrating, but it made sense to Americans torn be- 
tween the requirements of the head and the heart. 

Like Scottish common sense, the Reason guaranteed the 
validity of the insights it bestowed, but to the penetrating 
mind it brought a richer promise. The seeker after spiritual 
discernment was no longer constrained within the limits of 
universal consent. Certainty did not need to wait upon gen- 
eral agreement but was born in the sudden impact of per- 
sonal vision. The individual who felt at odds with his time 
or tradition might hope for truth; such an emancipation 
from Unitarian or Calvinist orthodoxy was welcome to 
many Americans, as it was to the young Bushnell. Though 
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the Aids did not probe the methods of distinguishing truth 
from subjective delusions, Coleridge’s American disciples 
were not disturbed; they had long been more oppressed by 
the need for escape than by any ambitions for flawless logic. 

Yet just because the apprehensions of the Reason were 
not simple and obvious, the seer faced the isolation of ec- 
centric private enthusiasms. Consisting in revelations to the 
individual and describing visions distant from the common 
world of ordered sense experience, the Reason’s religious 
knowledge might be only the private dreams of countless 
recalcitrant hearts. Like the transcendentalists, Bushnell in 
following Coleridge risked subjectivism, like them, he 
would try to tie his lofty visions to an objective, shared 
reality. 7 

Here, too, Coleridge pointed the way. Cryptically the 
Aids suggested that a “thing, power, or principle” could be 
expressed by the “same thing, power, or principle in a 
lower, but more known form.” Simple, common language 
had carried and still could carry the transcendent percep- 
tions of the Reason. Americans who found contemporary 
theological conventions unpersuasive and archaic welcomed 
the hope that ordinary words could convey the deepest in- 
sights of the spirit. Baffled by much of the book, Bushnell 
fastened on Coleridge’s brief, scattered hints about language. 
To the young, country-bred man who at college had dis- 
covered that he had no suitable language, Coleridge’s doc- 
trine promised escape from provincial oddity and spiritual 
isolation. For here, as he enthusiastically testified, he found 
that “language built on physical images is itself two stories 
high, and is, in fact, an outfit for a double range of uses.”® 

But for the most part, the Aids, like the majority of 
Americans, was less concerned with language than with 
morals and religion. Coleridge based ethics in an absolute 
apprehension, “without reference to space or time or sensi- 
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ble existence.”® Man’s moral existence did not consist in the 
exercise of self-interest. Scorning the “mechanical self-love” 
scheme of Paley, Coleridge announced that morality was 
founded not in prudence but in uncompromising law. In the 
moral act man was free, and-his-obedience sprang from his 
delighted acknowledgment of his duty. , 

Coleridge was anxious to establish the supremacy of the 
moral law, and his reasoning followed Kant’s, The Reason 
perceived the ideas that were the necessary premises of the 
moral life, and the conscience enjoined belief in these ideas, 
without which it itself would be a contradiction. Those 
premises and conclusions essential to morality needed no 
further proof. Primary among them was the freedom of the 
will, for, if conscience was to have validity, man had to be 
able to do that which conscience commanded. The capacity 
and proper allegiance of the will distinguished man from 
things. Self-originative, above the operations of cause and 
effect, the will was the supernatural element in man, which 
separated him from the interdependent sequences of the 
natural world. 

The concern for human freedom was a familiar one to 
Americans, whether they had been trained in the orthodoxy 
of Jonathan Edwards, the “improvements” of Taylor, or 
the Arminianism of Unitarians. Americans, too, shared Cole- 
ridge’s mistrust of the mechanical operations of self-love. 
In New England, where Edwardsean converts had achieved 
a selfless love for Being in general and Hopkinsians had been 
willing to be damned for the glory of God, the higgling 
morality of self-interest seemed poor measure of man’s po- 
tential grandeur. The transcendent ethic of Coleridge re- 
stored obligation to a plane where disinterested benevolence 
could once again press its excessive but flattering require- 
ments upon the human conscience. Yet if the Aids permitted 
an exhilarating conviction of a uniquely human dignity, the 
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book performed a further service for students and profes- 
sors committed to orthodoxy. For Coleridge held that the 
will was essentially corrupt. By an originative act of free- 
dom, outside space and time, the will in some inexplicable 
election had chosen evil. This act of freedom, mythically 
represented in the fall of Adam and Eve, characterized all 
human experience. Man was involved in contradictions, “a 
mysterious diversity between the injunctions of the mind 
and the elections of the will.’* From his decisive apostasy 
no man could save himself, though the book stated that 
Christ’s example might somehow be redeeming. 

Coleridge offered a new vocabulary when established 
modes of expressions seemed inadequate; “Reason,” the 
“supernatural,” “subjective,” “elections of the will,” usurped 
the place of “self-interest,” “common sense,” “moral gov- 
ernment,” “pleasures and pains.” Centering on questions dif- 
ferent from those of the New England tradition, and justi- 
fying belief through an esoteric epistemology, the Aids 
mediated escape from worn theological controversies. The 
release was the more intoxicating in that the ideas were 
largely pre-empted without the epistemological structure 
behind them. In his preface to the Aids, Marsh did not ex- 
plore the grounds of the distinction between the Reason and 
the Understanding but attacked the American tendency to 
neglect the spiritual life in favor of speculative theology. 
Most of Coleridge’s American disciples were more delighted 
by the disparity between the mechanical Understanding and 
the intuitive Reason than by the analysis which defined the 
limits of each. William G. T. Shedd, who taught at Andover 
and Union, explained Kant’s Pure Reason to students as es- 
sentially “the open, unbiased nature of childhood.”8 

There is no evidence that Bushnell turned to Kant for 
better understanding of Coleridge. He trusted to his own 
experience for the tools of comprehension. What he seized 
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upon as crucial and how he interpreted it were determined 
by his personal needs and by the American situation which 
pressed its own questions and its own vocabulary upon him. 

Even before Coleridge made any sense to him, Bushnell 
had decided to hold to Christianity by the heart, and he read 
Coleridge through the lens of an emerging American roman- 
ticism. Coleridge provided a sophisticated rationale for pref- 
erences made pervasive, proper, and almost imperative by 
urban middle-class literature. The romanticism of the gift 
books, popular novels, and poetry of contemporary America 
shaped Bushnell’s vocabulary and imagination more decisive- 
ly than did the metaphysics of the Aids. 

Wandering in Europe, contemplating man and divinity in 
his Hartford study, or planning a city park, Bushnell formu- 
lated his experience through the categories familiar to this 
middle-class literature: the “sublime,” the “infinite,” the 
“heart,” the “heroic.” In isolation, a “sweet sense of estrange- 
ment” crept over him, and he responded to the “sublime 
cataracts” of the East Hampton ocean and of Niagara as to 
the “divine music” which he heard in “the lofty passes of 
the Alps.” In spite of his militant anti-Catholicism and anti- 
Puseyism, he was continually “dissolved in feeling” in Gothic 
churches and at Anglican and Catholic services in Europe. 
On the Continent his thoughts circled around the heroic 
figure of Napoleon; in his sermons he exalted “something far | 
beyond” the mere “dignity of human nature’—“a wild 
strange flame raging inwardly in that nature.”® As he praised 
the demonic wildness in man’s nature, so he found the spon- 
taneous play of virtuous impulses nobler than a rational con- 
trol. He did not share Kant’s conviction that man acted 
righteously only in the conquest of desire by conscience; 
for Bushnell, virtue was the “play” of the soul, in which 
inclination and duty merged. 

Bushnell’s task became the revision of American Protes- 
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tantism in terms of the Aids’ transcendentalism and of Amer- 
ican romanticism. It was not an easy job. As Nietzsche 
would point out, the romantic ethos that made Napoleon a 
hero made Christ the prophet of a slave morality. The ro- 
mantic exaltation of impulse and passion took no account of 
the Pauline conflict between the flesh and the spirit or of 
the required Christian discipline of the natural man. Roman- 
tic methodology threatened the whole deposit of faith, for 
the lonely discoveries of individual insight bypassed Chris- 
tian tradition and revelation.!° These tensions between tra- 
ditional Christianity and nineteenth-century romanticism 
played through Bushnell’s religious thought, and much of 
his achievement lay in his complex mediation between two 
realms of value. 

In thus formulating Christianity in a mode that answered 
the needs of the heart, Bushnell made extensive though par- 
tial use of the Aids. If the Reason, guilty by association of 
the logic-splitting techniques of New England divines, had 
no function in Bushnell’s theology, the Understanding 
provided a fixed point of reference and value. It was the 
measuring, quantitative faculty, the source of metaphysics, 
theological systems, and picayune distinctions. To the re- 
viled Understanding, Bushnell consistently opposed not the 
Reason but the heart. 

The law of right and the powers of a moral agent were 
familiar to any New England college student. But Coleridge 
gave man a heroic stature based on the will which made him 
a “living power.” For Bushnell, it was here, in the antithesis 
between the moral law and human nature, in the contempt 
for self-love as the route to sanctity, that Coleridge most 
gratifyingly challenged the New Divinity. 

In one of the earliest of his remaining papers, written in 
1832, Bushnell attacked the self-love scheme. Yet even the 
attack revealed ‘Taylor’s power more than Coleridge’s. The 
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scrupulous definition of terms, the arrangement of premises 
and conclusions, the battery of argument, derive from his 
professor; more significantly, so do his major premises—that 
every man has a conviction of duty and is governed by self- 
love, that a moral act is a choice between goods, and that 
duty and happiness are identical. Using Taylor’s methods 
and assumptions, Bushnell arrived at the triumphant conclu- 
sion that since man did sin, he was involved in a self-contra- 
diction which no philosophy could resolve. The victorious 
air of the paper conveys the complacency of the student 
who has outwitted his professor; the defeat of Taylor’s rea- 
soning seemed proof of the defeat of all reason before the 
mystery of man. 

At one point Bushnell found Taylor vulnerable. Neither 
the corruption of man nor the power of the Cross was at 
the center of his critique, but a vision of human grandeur. 
In the self-love system the glory of man as sinner or saint 
had been lost. Taylor had failed to account for the sublimity 
of a Napoleon. “Why sin is so rugged a conflict within he 
does not inquire, that wonderful power by virtue of which 
he frustrates the laws and ends of his being he does not 
see.”11 Beyond the reach of cause, the will was the mark of 
man’s divinity. 

_In 1833 Bushnell received a call from the North Church 
of Hartford. Within the same year he married Mary 
Apthorp. With his increased responsibilities, he forfeited 
the role of student-critic. He had now to enlighten and con- 
vert his people and their children, to strengthen his church, 
and to formulate his position and aims as a Christian minis- 
ter. Two generations earlier, Dwight, Emmons, and Hopkins 
had resolved these problems by preaching systems of divin- 
ity; in the more recent past, Lyman Beecher and Charles 
Finney had achieved fame and success through revivals. 
Bushnell neither possessed nor believed in systems of divin- 
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ity, and he had rejected the theories with which Taylor, 
Beecher, and Finney had launched into effective revivalism. 
His ambition was to become a professor of moral philoso- 
phy.” But he had first to make himself known. 

His techniques would be determined within a social con- 
text he could not control. The society he would encounter, 
like that which he had known, would be impelled toward 
intellectual assent by a non-rational complex of interests and 
loyalties. Bushnell’s _own experience had taught him that 
Taylor’s logic could not persuade the contemporary imagi- 
nation. Yet, like Taylor, he had to face and conquer the 
modern audience with its republican self-confidence, its sen- 
timental susceptibilities, its ambivalence toward its own tra- 
ditions. He had to find a language that could bridge the gap 
between two societies and to work out a divinity accommo- 
dated to American sensibility. 

Bushnell did not approach this society with Machiavellian 
detachment; to a great extent its preferences, tastes, and con- 
fusions were his own. He had felt firsthand the pressure of 
the society’s mixed commitments; they had become a part 
of his personality and conviction. Necessarily, because he 
was human, the forces which operated upon his beliefs had 
not been exclusively intellectual. He had been affected by 
his own past and by the aesthetic and emotional preferences 
that foreran and determined the “rationality” of premises. 

Nonetheless, in the last analysis, Bushnell’s resolution of 
the perplexed religious situation would be rationalized and 
systematic. The Scottish philosophy, the New Divinity, the 
Aids to Reflection, the inclinations of romanticism, provided 
the intellectual material from which he would draw through- 
out his life. If his lack of structured theology made him the 
more susceptible to contemporary pressures, his ambition 
and his vulnerability were coupled with an unremitting quest 
for intellectual integrity. 
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In 1833 the young minister and his wife settled in Hartford, 
staying in the home of one of the church deacons until the 
parsonage was ready. The city, as Samuel Goodrich recalled 
it, was “a small commercial town . . . dealing in lumber and 
smelling of molasses and old Jamaica, . . . strongly impressed 
with a plodding, mercantile, and mechanical character.” 
Among the “few merchants and many shop-keepers” some 
“dainty patricians still held themselves aloof.”! Etchings and 
pictures of Hartford in the thirties viewed the city from 
the river, setting buildings and church spires at a picturesque 
distance. The city lived by the trade which flowed up and 
down the Connecticut River, and private wharves lined 
the waterfront. Steamboats transported passengers between 
Hartford and Springfield and collected Indian corn and lum- 
ber from the hinterland. 

From the first, Bushnell’s situation linked him closely with 
the mercantile interests of the town, for his new church 
was dominated by prominent merchants and retailers. Inevi- 
tably his career would fluctuate with the shifts in their pros- 
perity; inevitably he would come to know their perspective, 
their ethos, and their power. Historically, his vocation 
obliged him to instruct these men in the Christian pursuit 
of their labors, to call them to repentance and salvation, and 
to teach them the Gospel. Practically, his task was even 
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more difficult. At a time of frequent changes in church 
membership, he had to hold the church together, with the 
demeanor and vocabulary learned in the country, at Yale 
College, and Yale Divinity School, he had to win the atten- 
tion and approval of Hartford’s “better” classes. During his 
novitiate Bushnell could be certain that his ability would be 
measured against that of his predecessors and colleagues and 
that his failures would be tabulated by empty pews. Thirty- 
two years old, already rejected by several churches,” with a 
wife to support, he could not afford to lose his pastorate or 
watch it dwindle in prestige, wealth, or numbers. His po- 
sition bound him to the financial and social elite who domi- 
nated his church, and in this taut connection he found both 
constraints and illuminations. The society he closely knew 
and had to please stamped its mark upon all his work. 
During the early nineteenth century, Hartford capitalists 
chiefly invested in commerce, banding together locally to 
insure their cargoes against destruction. Yet commercial 
plans were often thwarted, and the unstable economy of 
trade helped shape Bushnell’s conception of Christian enter- 
prise. In the thirties a line of rotting docks along the river 
reminded passers-by of the too sanguine expectations of 
West Indies traders. With the opening of steamboat traffic, 
the local Courant envisaged a Hartford emporium tapping 
the wealth of South America, and the Connecticut River 
Banking and Steamboat Company was formed to exploit the 
river trade up to Vermont with Hartford steamboats. But 
the expansive vision of investors was shattered by the open- 
ing of the Boston and Springfield Railroad, which cut Hart- 
ford from northern New England. Capitalists next pinned 
their hopes on railroads, but though Hartford and New 
Haven were connected by rail in 1839, and Hartford and 
Springfield by 1844, trade still lagged. By 1846 the Courant 
dolefully recorded that the city verged on economic ruin.? 
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Though small factories and domestic industries eased the 
financial strain of the mid-century, the city’s economic 
future was uncertain during most of Bushnell’s pastorate. 
Throughout the early nineteenth century the Courant de- 
plored the tendency of Hartford businessmen to invest their 
capital outside the city.‘ Falling real estate values, lack of 
trade, and unemployment in the 1840’s brought fear and 
schemes for improvement. Mindful of the success of Lowell, 
merchants proposed that the water of Windsor Locks be 
piped to supply power for Hartford. Bushnell joined in the 
promotion, addressing the city’s businessmen on the religious 
duty of economic progress and the moral peril of failure. 
Yet, despite the exigencies of religion and prosperity, the 
plan came to nothing. | 

The Hartford merchant knew he held his wealth in pre- 
carious tenure. The town had witnessed the melancholy 
withdrawal of the Charles Sigourneys from the spacious 
lawns and high-columned mansion of their estate to a city 
house too small to admit their “massy side-board” or the 
“alabaster ornaments” which had graced their mantel. In 
1819 Thomas Brace resigned from the presidency of the 
Aetna Fire Insurance Company because of “pecuniary em- 
barrassments,” and in mid-century, citizens whispered that 
William Imlay, once one of the two wealthiest men in Hart- 
ford, was hard pressed for money.® 

Yet, despite personal reverses, a steady, select group of 
citizens largely controlled the wealth of Hartford and pros- 
pered in the face of obstacles. Capital localized increasingly 
in insurance companies, which by the mid-fifties carried 
policies all over the nation, and in banks, which had a total 
capital of over $4,000,000. Pictures of Hartford at mid-cen- 
tury focused on the business streets, portraying a few car- 
‘iages parked outside the stocky stone respectability of the 
Phoenix or Hartford Insurance Companies or the principal 
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banks. Year after year, listing the officers of the major finan- 
cial institutions, the city directory repeated the same names. 
When the Aetna Life Insurance Company was formed, 
stockholders of the Aetna Fire Insurance Company sub- 
scribed the total capital. Thus strategically located, the fi- 
nancial aristocracy of Hartford was never embarrassed by 
lack of capital, and bank commissioners reported that no 
debts were of “such long continuance and perpetual renewal 
as the debts of directors.”® 

Hartford willingly recognized its own patricians and 
elected Seth Terry, Amos Collins, James Hosmer, Thomas 
Brace, and their peers to serve as mayors, committeemen, or 
justices of the peace. Contemporary accounts reveal the 
city’s consciousness of its aristocracy. Early in the nine- 
teenth century the best families sponsored Assembly Balls, 
where dancing continued until two but card-playing was 
prohibited. After her impressive marriage Lydia Sigourney, 
poetess and former schoolmistress, boasted of “marked re- 
gard from the aristocracy,” but in spite of such condescen- 
sion she remained diffident in social gatherings.? And Joel 
Hawes, pastor of the First Church, found in Hartford a “less 
familiar courtesy [than in Boston] and an apparent cold- 
ness,” detecting a “negative quality in almost everybody.” 
The ladies in Hawes’s church, meanwhile, complained that 
he spat too freely.® 

Hartford’s first citizens prided themselves on their refine- 
ment, their reading, and their responsiveness to Goldsmith.® 
The rector of St. John’s Church published Christian Ballads; 
one of Bushnell’s parishioners joined gothic horrors with 
moral maxims in Tales of Devils and the Supernatural; and 
anonymous poems and stories in gift books often bore the 
simple honorific label, “Hartford, Connecticut.” At the cen- 
ter of the city’s literary pretensions stood Lydia Sigourney, 
whose quivering sensibility and religious devotion made her 
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“the American Mrs. Hemans.” Mrs. Sigourney set up a 
“small literary circle” for the edification of the young.1 
Impressed by the city’s artistic and intellectual activities, 
Charles Finney concluded that “no city in the world” was 
as educated as Hartford, and young Joel Hawes despond- 
ently decided that his congregation knew “too much” for 
him and that he was better suited to “some small country 
town. +3 

Yet Hartford’s upper and middle classes held their aes- 
thetic indulgences under the nervous rein of felt moral duty. 
A long battle raged over the state law prohibiting theater. 
In 1837 one thousand Hartford citizens, led by the Episco- 
pal Bishop Brownell, petitioned against the law. Prominent 
Congregationalists spearheaded the defensive, and the law 
remained on the books twenty-five years longer, though its 
enforcement was’ sporadic. In 1846 the Religious Herald cau- 
tioned unwary readers against a troupe which was luring 
citizens into theatricals by the promise of “temperance exhi- 
bitions.” Only the “moral drama” of Uncle Tom’s Cabin 
appeased the suspicions of the pious and was graced by the 
attendance of “some of the best people of the city” with 
their “wives and children.” 

If the theater, shadowed by a dubious past, remained sus- 
pect, the lecture room offered more austere opportunities 
for self-improvement, and Hartford supported the lyceum 
movement with conscientious aplomb. The Courant was de- 
lighted to recommend so elevating a substitute for “vicious 
amusements.” After 1849 two local societies serviced the 
need for information and oratory, and thirty lectures a sea- 
son invited the curious and the dutiful. Between 1840 and 
1856 Hartford audiences listened to Ralph Waldo Emerson, 
Mark Hopkins, Horace Greeley, Henry Ward Beecher, 
Thomas Hart Benton; in 1846 Bushnell instructed a meeting 
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at the Young Men’s Institute on the disparity between “Taste 
and Fashion.”?% 

Prosperous businessmen bent on culture and morality 
could be conscious of their own well-doing. The Courant 
carried advertisements for concerts, fairs, rallies, and bene- 
fits for the aid of the Cherokees, the Jews, the Greeks, or 
the Negroes.'4 Subscribers to the Asylum for the Deaf and 
Dumb and the Hartford Retreat for the Insane were largely 
Hartford people, and Thomas Gallaudet exulted that Provi- 
dence had placed deaf-mute Alice Cogswell in Hartford, 
which had so peculiarly great a supply of the world’s “intel- 
ligence, enterprise, and benevolence.”?® Ministers chorused 
the praise of the mercantile classes, which had, according to 
Joel Hawes, the “greatest part of vital, fruitful piety in the 
world.”!® Able to find no one “more genuinely Christ-like” 
than the Christian merchant, Bushnell promised the “morn- 
ing of a new creation” once the present service of wealth to 
Christ’s kingdom reached its culmination.1* 

The middle-class charities aimed at the salvation of pa- 
gans, prisoners, the handicapped, or the benighted by means 
of religious training. The objects of benevolence were usual- 
ly remote from the donors, who hoped to redeem their 
charges by Christian knowledge, not by the transformation 
of society. Fund-raisers for Gallaudet’s work with the deaf 
and dumb rejoiced primarily that he had made it possible 
for them to know the Gospel.?8 

The appeal of such charities was complex. The hold of 
the church was waning, and theology had ceased to interest 
the public; yet the need to pay some tribute to religion re- 
mained imperative. Controlled and maintained by laymen, 
open to members without requiring any profession of faith, 
moral societies were voluntary associations not presupposing 
the minister or the church. There were many, Horace Bush- 
nell remarked, who “would have more pleasure in the com- 
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munion if it were more select.’!® Furthermore, in the posi- 
tive testimony of action the converted found a solidity lack- 
ing in mere speculation. The New England religious tradi- 
tion had long identified virtue with benevolence; now men 
like Finney, Gallaudet, and Bushnell promised that the 
world would be transformed by the efficient love which was 
the sign of grace.?° 

Disquietude may have pressed men of business to moral 
activity. Books, sermons, and articles reiterated, despite nag- 
ging uncertainty in laymen and clerics, that business success , 
and Christianity were compatible. Doubts protruded in the 
midst of reassurances. “To look at this man, pushing, driving, 
bargaining, .. . you would pronounce him decidedly avari- 
cious,” conceded the Princeton Review, describing the “suc- 
cessful merchant.”?! Even though virtue was benevolence, 
articles assured the merchant that he could virtuously follow 
his own interests. Bushnell deplored the idea that trade, 
“eager and sharp” and tending toward a “mechanical hard- 
ness,” conflicted with Christianity, and he pointed out that 
the shrewd merchant could merge profit and benevolence 
by selling worn, shabby, or leftover goods to the poor at 
low prices.?? 

Yet no one seemed firmly convinced that religion and 
trade were complementary. When depressions came, minis- 
ters proclaimed the panic a divine judgment against avarice 
and speculation. Revivals followed close on the heels of 
business crisis. And even when no hard times accused the 
prosperous, some merchants seemed to find themselves in an 
uneasy truce. In the flush of his success Normand Smith, a 
pious Hartford merchant, felt called to give up his business. 
Following his pastor’s advice, he remained in trade but 
sought untiringly for services by which he could reafirm 
his piety. His journal recorded his uneasiness. “Eternity ap- 
pears nearer than usual. Many good objects press upon my 
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mind, and I seem impatient to have them done at once.” In 
itself the calling had become inadequate; such men sought 
from benevolent activity a kind of absolution. Smith fore- 
saw a fine future for the minister who showed him in a 
“very practical sermon” how he as a merchant “might glo- 
rify God probably more than if I were placed in any other 
situation.’’23 

For the most part, Hartford charities were directed at 
stricken individuals removed from immediate society, and 
when attention turned to the increasing Irish Catholics or 
Negroes in the city, the middle classes hoped for a speedy 
transformation or else despaired. The city’s commercial 
economy had not prepared the prosperous for a large fixed 
society of poor. During the 1830’s, sailors and transients had 
made the river front the scene of frequent petty crimes, but, 
in contrast to Boston, Hartford had penalized such miscre- 
ants without worrying excessively over their salvation. As 
canal and railroad construction drew immigrant Irish Cath- 
olic laborers, however, the poorer classes gradually took on 
the shape of a settled society with their own churches, news- 
papers, pleasures, and reforms. By 1850, with over 3,000 
foreign-born in the city, a St. Patrick’s Society, a Hibernian 
Society, and a Catholic temperance group flourished. The 
Negroes, too, had their own African Free Church, though 
they were permitted to sit behind screens in some white 
churches and peer at the service through holes.** 

Merchants, who had hoped to save heathendom in mass 
conversions and to abolish ignorance and evil, were bafiled 
by the numerous aliens, who lived in cramped quarters, who 
listened to their own priests rather than to the pillars of so- 
ciety, and who enjoyed themselves in saloons and billiard 
halls rather than in parlors. Puzzled and repelled, they ig- 
nored the alien population as far as possible, aided in their 
_ aloofness by the fact that insurance and banking forced no 
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economic ties between different classes and that the house- 
hold manufacturing system brought minimal contacts. 

Sudden violence occasionally betrayed the latent tensions 
in the society. In 1834 and 1835 hoodlums plundered the 
Hartford African Church and wrecked several Negro 
homes. Halfway through a concert by Jenny Lind, for 
which tickets had been privately sold, a riot started up in 
the dense crowd listening from fences and rooftops. The 
mayor and chief of police, unable to curb the tumult, had to 
bundle the Swedish Nightingale out of the city.” 

During the 1840’s and 1850's crime increased in the city; 
the jail capacity doubled. Meanwhile, the balance of politi- 
cal power came to hinge upon the Irish vote. It seemed in- 
creasingly difficult to ignore the resident poor, and in 1851 
the Courant protested the city’s apathy, since gambling sa- 
loons stood “on every corner” and houses of prostitution 
bordered the houses of the city’s “most respected and influ- 
ential citizens.’’?6 

When they attempted to deal with the immediate com- 
munity, the Protestant middle classes relied primarily upon 
education, which would train Catholic aliens in democracy 
and morality, would provide the most able with a chance 
to leave poverty and strangeness, and would give all classes 
some knowledge of each other before they settled in the 
separateness of adult life. Bushnell voiced such hopes, and 
warned that distinct school systems imperiled the social 
order of the republic. Private schools nursed “factions, ca- 
bals, agrarian laws, and contests of force,” he announced in 
a lecture on “Modifications Demanded by the Roman Cath- 
olics” in the schools. Only the common schools, where the 
poor confronted their own comparative inability or rose to 
new status, could bring mutual trust and understanding 
among all classes.*7 

Yet the public schools did not provide the ready, unifying 
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force Bushnell required. He sent his own children, two 
daughters and one son, to private schools, while by 1854 al- 
most seven hundred Catholic boys attended St. Patrick’s 
Free School, St. Joseph’s School, and the Catholic School. 
Insisting that a valid, complete education had to be Catholic, 
rebellious at the school use of the Protestant Bible and the 
Protestant teaching of history, Catholic leaders did not sup- 
port Bushnell’s common-school program. To many Catholic 
families in any event the common schools were useless, for, 
as their Bishop testified, the children worked daily in facto- 
ries for essential income.?® 

Hartford’s upper classes largely left Catholic ales to their 
own devices. “Our range of life,” Bushnell told his congre- 
gation, “is so walled up by the respectability of our associa- 
tions, that what is on the other side of the wall is very 
much a world unknown.”?? In 1855 the Courant deplored 
the un-American political power of the priesthood, but saw 
no remedy but Know-Nothingism.*° The YMCA, estab- 
lished in 1853, was open only to Protestants.*! ‘The Courant 
referred to the Irish section of Hartford as “Pigville” and 
supported the Know-Nothing party in 1855. When the edi- 
tor shifted to the Republican party, he explained that his 
position was highly consistent; with Know-Nothingism he 
had tried to save America from the Irish; with Republican- 
ism he hoped to rescue the nation from “the pestilential 
presence of the black race.”8? 

Bushnell rationalized the prevailing contempt for reli- 
gious, national, or racial aliens. Blurring distinctions among 
them, he treated them all with practical neglect and theo- 
retic derogation. Immigration, “infecting and diluting” the 
British stock, was corrupting the American heritage. The 
nation’s future was safe only because the “uncultivated and 
barbarous” stocks would inevitably be extinguished in com- 
petition with Anglo-Saxons. No Christian benevolence could 
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check the extinction of lower races, which was decreed by 
the laws of population. The Irish never arrived at colleges 
or legislatures and never became mechanics or merchants 
but crowded the “alms-houses, the prisons, and_potter’s 
fields.”?? Such a race was doomed to destruction by the di- 
vine laws of population. Similarly, the Negroes, who were 
“animals” rather than human beings, were certain to be 
annihilated by their own incompetence once they were 
freed.*4 

Bushnell made no attempt to reach the Catholics of Hart- 
ford, though he fervently supported the Protestant Alliance, 
which he expected to “revolutionize the Papacy.” He gloried 
in the vastness of its purposes. “We must carry the war into 
Africa. A great object inspires. The Papacy is weaker at 
Rome and more vulnerable than at Cincinnati.’’®® 

Within the city itself, the first concern of the Protestant 
ministry was to bring the Gospel to the middle and upper 
classes. The families who controlled the banks and benevo- 
lent societies also headed church committees, acted as dea- 
cons, and made the major financial contributions to the 
Congregational and Episcopal churches. Arriving at Hart- 
ford’s First Church in 1817, Joel Hawes was overwhelmed 
by “the splendor, the noise, and the trials of a city congre- 
gation.” Four out of five deacons were not church members, 
and the brief creed appalled him by its Arminianism. Inflex- 
ibly orthodox, he saw his duty clearly. Yet, faced with an 
urbane, polite society, he had to force himself to “act the 
minister”; later, fearing he had overdone it, he accused him- 
self of undue severity in his “manner of rebuking sin.” After 
two years he still nervously wondered whether these “fine 
folk and fastidious lawyers” would be offended by the 
“barbed arrows” he was obliged to hurl at them. Even the 
intrepid Charles Grandison Finney, aiding in some of 
Hawes’s revivals, agreed it was impossible among these “‘fas- 
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tidious and precise” people to call on sinners to “give them- 
selves publicly to God.”*° 

There was always the danger that the “fastidious” might 
turn to the Episcopal church, where they were not obliged 
to abase themselves. Mrs. Sigourney, who became an Epis- 
copalian after her marriage, suggested the appeal of the 
church for the refined sensibility. She was delighted with 
her new form of worship, “so impressive was the solemnity 
of its liturgy, the hallowed beauty of its ordinances.” Indig- 
nant Congregationalists traced the fateful appeal of Episco- 
palianism for the wealthy to its social prestige and its indul- 
gence of fashionable vices and extravagances. “To be an 
Episcopalian,” the New Englander dolefully explained, is 
“respectable ... very respectable . .. , and it introduces one 
into good society.’3? ; 

Arriving in Hartford in 1831, the Reverend Robbins was 
struck by the vehemence of the “Episcopalian contro- 
versy.”°8 Loyal Congregationalists faced a disheartening 
situation. As the Episcopalians increased, families like the 
Morgans, the Sigourneys, the Imlays, and the Huntingtons 
heightened the splendor, wealth, and appeal of the denomi- 
nation. When a new church was needed, St. John’s Parish, 
with a recessed chancel and pointed windows, purple velvet 
trimming on the pulpit, and a white marble fount, was de- 
signed especially for the young and wealthy of “churchly 
instincts.’’9 

Episcopalianism did not require “barbed arrows” or vio- 
lent conversions. In Hartford strict Congregationalists could 
recall the Bishop’s agitation for a theater; they knew that the 
one rector who indulged in “personal, plain speaking” re- 
mained less than a year in Christ Church.*° 

But in spite of the ominous strength of Episcopalianism, 
Hawes set about restoring orthodoxy and converting his 
congregation. The degree of his revivalistic success is an 
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index to the tensions concealed beneath the urbane decorum 
of the fastidious. By 1822, church members subscribed to a 
lengthy creed, and a church “prudential committee” super- 
vised the morals and faith of the congregation. Hawes 
“preached down” the annual Assembly Balls and aimed his 
“arrows” so astutely that he could boast ten revivals with 
over one thousand converts during his ministry.*? 

Nonetheless, Hawes’s severity exacted its toll. In 1824 
ninety-seven members left his church to form the North 
Congregational Church; some were Hartford’s most promi- 
nent citizens. Dedicating the new church for his departing 
parishioners, Hawes sorrowfully noted the growth of a 
“taste . . . for a superficial and shewy kind of preaching” 
in the larger towns of America and warned his former 
charges against the “kinds of preaching ... that regales the 
fancy and the taste, rather than searches the heart and con- 
science—that deals in pretty thoughts and fine sayings, rather 
than in the doctrines that are unto salvation.”?? In the face 
of this austere counsel, the church first called to the pastor- 
ate a melancholy minister-poet, Carlos Wilcox. Though 
pleased with his “spirited and . . . prosperous” congregation, 
Wilcox struggled vainly for a revival and left the church 
after a year, on grounds of ill-health.** Hawes, analyzing 
Wilcox’ service after his death, wondered whether the poet’s 
“rhetoric” had not diminished his effectiveness but darkly 
noted that a “class of minds” existed which found such 

“elegance” appealing.** 

The church next called Taylorite Samuel Spring, who 
published a sermon on temperance, exacerbated Tylerites, 
and four years after his installation departed for an East 
Hartford church, leaving the congregation bitterly divided 
over the merits of Taylorite divinity. Horace Bushnell was 
the church’s third minister. By the time of his arrival the 
church had established a prudential committee, had con- 
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demned all traffic in “Ardent Spirits,” and, according to fac- 
tion, waited for rigorous orthodoxy or the excitement of 
Taylor’s New Divinity.” 

Bushnell passed his adult life in Hartford; the North 
Church was his only pastorate. His situation, like Hawes’s, 
was not easy at first. A disquieting impression prevailed that 
city congregations did not take to country-style sermons. 
To fortify, warn, and counsel a vulnerable clergy, Samuel 
Miller had published a sermon on “The Difficulties and 
Temptations Which Attend the Preaching of the Gospel in 
Great Cities.”*® Rejected by a New York church, Joseph 
Bellamy decided he was not “polite enough for them” but 
was considered suitable only for a backwoods ministry.‘ 
The most introspective passages in Bushnell’s journals abroad 
turned on his social failures. Wounded by the patent reluc- 
tance of English divines to let him predich—“Never,” he 
wrote, “have I suffered more in feeling’—he finally attrib- 
uted the snubs to his lack of reputation and his unimpressive 
conversation.*® 

In Hartford the awkward country boy identified himself 
with the city’s best society, hesitating to stand apart, the 
uncouth, rough, and inacceptable judge of these well-mean- 
ing, prosperous citizens whose generosity supported the ref- 
ormation of the world. As Bushnell framed his ideal of the 
minister, the qualities which eased “personal acceptableness” 
focused his ambition. “Conciliation, drawing, leading,” not 
rude fury, marked gentlemanly persuasion. He wished that 
the American minister possessed a “nicer sense of character,” 
“moderating austerity, softening hardness, making the un- 
worldly spirit amiable.’’ 

The oversights, the complacencies, and the aspirations of 
Bushnell’s congregation defined his social perspective. Their 
perplexities helped frame his questions; their resistances 
helped decide his accommodations. Anxious to reach his 
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hearers, anxious for success as he groped to find his full 
message, he was conciliatory. 

The ethos of the business community shaped his way of 
thinking. In spite of his rural past, he often used the imagery 
of finance and business. He described God’s final profit cal- 
culation in His dealings with humanity; the “conquest of 
grace” seemed like gaining a good credit position. God’s 
free gift of salvation and the destitution of the elect without 
His mercy figured difficultly within an imagery drawn from 
rationalized capitalism. God’s confidence in the humanity in 
which He had invested was rational rather than “visionary”, 
it was that “of a banker whose fund is in.” Bushnell encour- 
aged a well-secured and enterprising Christian hope. “As 
certainly . . . as you succeed, you can be saved.”5° 

The rationality of the universe guaranteed that success 
would follow virtue. If, as Max Weber has argued, early 
Calvinists assiduously sought wealth in order to possess the 
“visible signs” of a salvation they endlessly doubted, Bush- 
nell’s gospel comfortably relaxed such tensions. His parish- 
ioners could go about their business in the tranquil certainty 
that, by divine ordinance, virtue created riches. God 
tempted men to industry by lavish rewards and benevo- 
lently assured the conjunction of virtue and prosperity. Vir- 
tue repressed “vice and extravagance” and tamed “reckless 
impulses”; it was the source of “patience, frugality, temper- 
ance and economy.” Thus, the moral man could hardly be 
poor. Wealth was an index to virtue, “a reward and honor 
which God delights to bestow upon an upright people.’?? 

By more mysterious decree, the relationship worked in- 
versely. Prosperity caused virtue and religion to thrive. A 
minister could not hope to strengthen religion among an im- 
poverished people, for no one “demoralized by long defeat” 
was likely to experience a spiritual victory. Poverty brought 
moral ruin. Christianity could endure only within the closed 
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circuit of respectability and success. “Give me, then, as a 
minister of God’s truth, a money-loving, prosperous and 
diligent hearer.’’®? , 

The Puritan merchant had been expected to pursue his 
calling, bound by an ordinate social code of justice, for- 
going speculation, accepting success or calamity as provi- 
dential judgments. But the trade of Bushnell’s vision was 
unreliable; the merchant’s purchases were often a “very 
blind problem”; his risks depended “on things exceedingly 
occult.” Wresting success from fate, he would have reason 
to exult in his own power. In failure he should not weakly 
search for the sins which God had condemned but should 
remember that “nothing but the most unmanly caution” 
could have kept him safe. The periodic crises of trade were 
not divine chastisements but part of the cycle of legitimate 
commerce. While other ministers in times of panic hurled 
jeremiads against gambling and greed, Bushnell protested 
that the very nature of credit forced speculations beyond 
the limits of safety.® 

Religion, he taught, should not intrude upon business. 
The law of self-interest prohibited charity in trade; com- 
merce was properly conducted by strict accounting. During 
the hours of business, merchants were to act “under the laws 
of trade,” reserving “their charities—all their sympathies, 
allowances, mitigations, merciful accommodations—for a 
separate chapter of life.” Repeatedly, Bushnell called upon 
the metaphor of flight to convey the religious life to his con- 
gregation. The Sabbath served less as a critique of all experi- 
ence than as an escape from the usual “low torments” of the 
mind into a temporary freedom, where the soul might 
“ascend to things congenial to its higher affinities.”>4 

An image of the congregation emerges from the sermons 
—fastidious, wary of religious extravagance, consciously 
proper, impatient of the claims of the church. “Moral, hon- 
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orable, . . . beneficent and habitually reverent,” they found 
it difficult to believe that a drastic change of heart was nec- 
essary for salvation. The doctrine of total depravity struck 
them as “unjust and extravagant” and glaringly inappropri- 
ate to their experience. Many had a “pride against” salvation 
by grace; others found the intense “conviction of sin” of 
New Testament saints contemptible. The Scriptures often 
offended them by coarseness, and Christ’s sacrifice seemed 
superfluous. Almost all of them suspected religion of impos- 
ne ignominious requirements upon the believer.” 

_ Bushnell addressed himself to the preferences of his con- 
fident t, prosperous, and ; ambitious congregation. ‘He accepted 
as the ‘ ‘game of life” the race to surpass others in wealth, 
display, or fame. ‘Though the early Puritans had counseled 
humility before God’s Providence, Bushnell traced the “zest 
_of life” to hazarding and triumphing over the unknown. 
Repeatedly, he he assured his hearers that religion did not re- 
quire the humiliation of the soul but freed all its powers. 
The Christian was called to a “Jarge place and. . . great 
victories.” “You will never be driven into God’s kingdom 
to be sheltered there from the loss and ignominy of a de- 
feated life. Salvation is success and nothing else.”°¢ 

But Bushnell was not always content to rationalize the 
ways of his congregation. His past and his vocation isolated 
him, and with rough directness he occasionally accused his 
people of moral failure. Measuring the disparity between the 
early Christians and his own society, he indicted America’s 
middle class with the sudden violence of despair. “Probably 
there was never any class of Christians in the world . . . so 
little penetrated by Christian love.” Though his congregation 
had size, power, intelligence, it failed to reveal the spirit of 
Christ. “You have the power of contributors and patrons, 
but not of witnesses.’’57 

Once he preached on “Respectable Sin,” struggling to give 
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significance to guilt and sin for a people who lived with 
conscious probity. “The sin is here, and the sin that wants 
salvation; but it is sin, so thoroughly respectable as to make 
it very nearly impossible to produce any just impression of 
its deformity.” Bushnell’s message was even more stifled be- 
cause he did not, like the later Social Gospellers, make pov- 
erty and misery the index of middle-class guilt. He chose 
instead to define sin apart from social problems, in the sole 
extremity of man’s relationship with God. “What can you 
know of sin, .. . when you are living so respectably and 
maintain, in the outward life, a show of so great integrity?” 

To his complacent, _ industrious, well-meaning people 
Bushnell counseled- -self-doubt, , humility, terror. There was 
no peace for the upright, the most dutiful of men might be 
radically corrupt; the most seemly might be obnoxious to 
God. Bushnell himself faltered in his understanding of this 
strange form of sin, the sermon was without precedent or 
successor; the accusation was vague. Yet he spoke from the 
conviction that “if all the inward shapes” of his hearers’ 
lives were known, _many of the most respected might prove 
as ceprvcdeeene city’s outcasts.°§ 

Bushnell continued to trumpet the alliance of virtue and 
success. Nonetheless, rejection lurked in the recesses of his 
most genial conciliations, and his rhetoric on behalf of 
power stretched over sharp mistrust. The happy conviction | 
that militant goodness always triumphed in the struggle for 
survival quickly paled when that struggle threatened to 
widen. 

In his feverish opposition to woman suffrage, Bushnell be- 
trayed many fears. “Let us have a place of quiet, and some 
quiet minds which the din of our public war never embroils. 
Let a little of the sweetness and purity, and .. . of the sim- 
ple religion of life remain.” If women traded their un- 
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worldly sanctity for worldly victories, they would inevita- 
bly be corrupted, for power “naturally runs to oppression.” 
Only marriage saved love from extinction; only women, 
outside worldly frays, could exalt existence by their charity 
and their closeness to God. Once women took part in the 
warfare of business or politics, the womanly, last symbol of 
God’s Gospel, would be destroyed.°® 

As Bushnell’s experience gradually turned his imagination / 
to the figure of Christ, he found a judgment on the world. 
In the midst of Hartford propriety he pondered on the 
image of Christ with such lonely and narrow scrutiny that 
he wondered whether he himself, confronted with a man so 
alien, odd, and exiled, would not turn away. Eternally sep- 
arate from the world, Christ was not a popular Savior. 
“Christ did not wrest victories from fate by the energy of 
His will, but by a loving, passive submission.” Meek, disrep- 
utable, scorning propriety, the figure and message of Christ 
aligned at no point with the successful merchant. No one 
could discern the Gospel but the “meek and humble.” Who, 
then, were the world’s Christians? Those whom the laws of | 
population had doomed to extinction, the outcast, the ani- “ 
mal—the Negroes were now “the true Nazarenes and Gali- 
leans of the world.’®° 

In such tensions of value Bushnell held his faith. If he 
predicted that the Negroes would build the new Jerusalem, 
he insisted that this holy kingdom could not be in America. 
He was committed to the middle-class society of America 
which controlled his future and which saw in success the 
justification of privilege and complacency. Within Hart- 
ford, Bushnell quickly identified himself with his “worldly, 
money-loving, prosperous, but strenuous” congregation and, 
like his congregation, ignored the numerous poor who had 
“failed” within America’s competitive society. Unlike later 
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Social Gospelers, Bushnell had no compensating ideal of a 
wealthy paternalism that might guide, protect, and redeem 
the poor. Neither the city’s economy nor its ethos of indi- 
vidualistic enterprise bent to the conception of such an in- 
tegrated order. 

Yet the Negroes and the Catholics, left on the outskirts 
of the city’s charity, remained to plague the conscience by 
the stubborn grimness of their lives. For Bushnell these 
dark, rejected figures became at times symbols of a perva- 
sive desertion that included his congregation and even him- 
self. Yet, at other times, their wretchedness served only to 
set off the bright and fitting rule of Anglo-Saxon energy. 

That the sermon was the unit of Bushnell’s presentation 
made his inconsistency less perceptible. But the conflict was 
crucial. Questions Bushnell could not completely avoid 
stood ready to destroy the pattern which merged Christi- 
anity and success. He did not think in terms of the Puritan 
injunction to be in, yet not of, the world. His imagination 
was straitened by the dualism of power and failure. One 
mode of life, he felt, must closely answer the Christian 
command; one must be the Anti-Christ. If the choice had to 
be between corrupting power or passive failure, however, 
he himself hesitated. ‘The alternatives somehow corresponded 
to the tensions of his experience. In all the haste of his eager- 
ness to make his way, he was to be repeatedly entangled by 
a Gospel he could not ignore—an uncompromising Gospel, 
uncongenial to his people and his success. 

One day he baldly announced to his congregation that 
the judgments of eternity would capsize the moral decisions 
of the world. Yet where Melville, viewing the same dis- 
junction between the secular and divine law in Billy Budd, 
saw in it an archetype of the Crucifixion, Bushnell merely 
rejoiced that the divine record would allow the world to 
proceed on its decorous if mistaken way until Judgment 
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Day.* Christianity was not so blurred for him as to have lost 
all form; like Nietzsche and Kierkegaard, he saw its alien 
commands. But whether contempt for the weak or the 
dream of the City of God was more compelling remained 
indeterminate. Disdain and allegiance played against each 
other in his faith. 
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Life was abundant and disturbing for Bushnell during his 
thirties. He and his bride took possession of their own home, 
soon, two daughters and a son brought them new responsi- 
bilities, hope, and love. His vocation itself proved exacting. 
One of the city’s most wealthy and prominent men, a dea- 
con in his church, complained about him to everyone who 
would listen. Bushnell heard of grumblings and unfounded 
accusations. Conscious that he had “only a slight hold” on 
his people, he feared he would be dismissed.* 

The early years of an American Congregationalist pastor 
had become a probationary period, during which, everyone 
knew, a “very few” influential parishioners could easily 
bring about the minister’s dismissal. To escape the lonely 
hegira from church to smaller church, the minister had to 
please congregations that were frequently divided and in- 
creasingly critical. Religious periodicals urgently directed 
him to the successful methods of public persuasion, pressing 
upon him the models of senators and lawyers who met the 
problem with enviable éclat.? 

Contentions which split congregations, ministers, and di- 
vinity schools into hostile camps made the minister’s position 
even more uneasy. He could have little hope of settling tran- 
quilly into fixed theological conventions. Some members of 
the congregation militantly battled over a series of crucial 
issues, while others were bored with the whole agitation. 


1 


SECURITY OF (CURIS TIAN NURTURE 


Among people trained by decades of controversy, the minis- 
ter could not hope to obscure his position with irenic vague- 
ness. The questions were too clear. He knew that colleagues, 
congregation, and townspeople would be looking for the 
statements which would define his stance, secure his friends, 
and alert his enemies. 

Bushnell soon discovered that a new minister had to chalk 
and follow a tortuous line. Not long after his settlement, 
he discovered that an East Windsor professor was widely 
denouncing his heresies.? Bushnell’s church was fighting over 
the “New Haven controversy,” and within the parish, as a 
recent Yale graduate, he was bound to be suspected by 
anti-Taylorites. The possibility of a shrunken congregation 
loomed darkly before him; other Hartford churches stood 
ready to welcome malcontents of every persuasion. There 
was Hawes’s church ushering in scores of the regenerate 
with every new revival; there was the Episcopalian Christ 
Church deploring revivalistic crudeness and decorously in- 
creasing in size, wealth, and prestige. 

The theological vigilance of Hartford was exercised in a 
small compass. Solicitude centered on time-worn New Eng- | 
land controversies—the role of the will in regeneration, the | 
violence of the “new birth,” the use of “new measures” in | 
revivals. Bushnell’s first book (Views of Christian Nurture) 
grew from these local anxieties. Success had to begin at 
home, in the strengthening of his own church against defec- 
tions and schisms. 

Yet the young minister who hoped for a larger audience 
and a wider fame encountered further dilemmas. He had 
to find a message which would arrest a nation barraged by 
sermons, speeches, newspapers, periodicals, and books. As- 
sured in advance that theology bored practical and informed 
democrats, he had yet to discover a subject on which he 
could speak with authority. If he could not afford to an- 
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tagonize his people or his colleagues, neither could he ignore 
the interests of the larger American public. Though the 
public read voraciously, it read only what it pleased. If the 
people’s insistent demands for information, romance, and 
sentimental plaints of poetry revealed some general craving, 
the minister could not meet their necessities by a discourse 
on human agency. He had instead to discern and assuage the 
central sickness of the society. 

Already thirty-one when he started his life work, Bushnell 
had for many years felt the burden and the promise of per- 
sonal power. But the first decade of his pastorate passed in 
the frustration of incomplete achievements and partial rec- 
ognitions. He was fumbling, often discouraged; once a ro- 
bust farmer, he endured poor health. Though he railed sar- 
donically at his enemies, he did not dissipate all his energy 
in spleen. He was used to hard work, and he stubbornly 
applied himself to the task of winning his congregation’s 
Joyalty_by the-promise of a successful ministry.— 

By Bushnell’s time, one way of deciding ministerial suc- 
cess was well established. “The fruits of the minister’s 
labors,” or the number of his conversions, offered a clear, 
objective test of his efficacy. Revival statistics adorned com- 
memorative discourses on ministers and crowded the pages 
of the Religious Intelligencer and the Connecticut Evangeli- 
cal Magazine. In Taylor’s and Beecher’s crusade against Uni- 
tarianism and religious apathy, revivals had been decisive; 
everyone agreed that New England had been “singularly 
blessed” in such outpourings of God’s grace. 

“Better be ignorant, unskilled anywhere else than here,” 
Enoch Pond warned in The Young Pastor’s Guide. Revivals 
thoroughly tested the minister, revealing his ability to “get 
at people,” and his hold of that touchstone of wisdom, com- 
mon sense. So certain was the test that for Charles Finney 
it made Christ’s preaching “success” uncertain, though Fin- 
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ney finally decided Jesus had done quite well “considering 
the circumstances under which he labored.’’4 
In Hartford, Bushnell dutifully entered the lists to try his 


skill at winning souls. During the first year of his ministry, 
Bushnell ardently urged the perpetual readiness of the Holy \ 


Spirit to aid the soul anxious for regeneration. With par- 
ticular fervor he addressed those who put off “beginning .. . 
the Christian life” from fear of failure. In the second year 
of his pastorate, when Hawes was converting many of the 
wealthier members of the First Church, Bushnell assailed his 
people with their duty to struggle for God as Jacob had 
done, quieting Old School fears by the assurance that such 
struggle was compatible with “the most absolute notion of 
dependence.” He ended the sermon with a pressing antici- 
pation. ““What is wanting in us is that we be able to follow 
on.... The little cloud is even now visible. In that sign... 
our faith may behold abundance of rain and that to come 
speedily.” Yet no revival followed. In 1834, forty-one came 
in by profession of faith; in 1835, on only four; and in 1836, 
twelve.® 

_Measured by the accepted standards, the new minister 
seemed ; a failure, and he had not yet forged clear standards 
of his own, An 1836, discouraged, he was tempted to return 
to the detested job of schoolteaching. In 1836 he published 
an article on “The Spiritual Economy of Revivals of Re- 
ligion,” hoping to destroy the “despair and lethargy” which 
accompanied the identification of religion and revivals. He 
had found the “most disheartening impediment to the Chris- 
tian minister” in the widespread conviction that religion de- 
pended only on revivals.® 


= 


Throughout Bushnell’s career, revivals challenged his <a 


competence, for he never succeeded in inducing large-scale 
“seasons of refreshment.” When he prepared an assessment 
of his ministry after twenty years’ service, he faced the thin 
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statistics of his church’s increase, and the customary flow of 
words suddenly bogged down in false starts. Was the test of 
the usefulness of his ministry, as he wrote and then crossed 
out, measured by the “fruits gathered?”’? It is uncertain 
whether he ever finally decided; clearly failure threatened. 
In the late eighteen-thirties, with no other achievement to 
relieve his doubt, with an unsatisfied and watchful congre- 
gation, failure must have frequently seemed inevitable. 

Yet in his attempts to start a revival Bushnell must have 
perceived the dangers, even of success. “The business, the 
bustle, the dissipation, the etiquette” of cities somehow re- 
buffed revivals; Bushnell’s own congregation was largely 
dominated by men who had left the church of the revivalist 
Hawes. Religious “deadness” reliably followed religious 
ecstasy, and the minister was usually blamed for the decline. 
Meanwhile, medical authorities and Unitarians were warn- 
ing a health-pursuing public of the baleful effects of excess- 
ive religious excitement.® 

To avoid offending the fastidious, the minister had to be 
circumspect. Many of the orthodox deplored the frequent 
use of “new measures” by “low-bred men” and lamented 
the ‘“‘coarseness” and lack k of “refinement” in Finney’ s style.® 
A vocabulary 0 of protest against revivals was gaining cur- 
rency, backed by the religions which were attracting New 
England’s upper classes away from Congress It 
dwelt on such terms as “gentle,” “tender,” “delicate,” in 
‘describing the proper ecstasy of the soul. In New York and 
Connecticut the Episcopalians criticized the drab drabness of re- 
vivalistic religion, its sacrifice of social amenities, ‘its neglect 
of baptism, the church, and the family. 

During the eighteen- -thirties Connecticut Episcopalianism 
became increasingly High Church. In 1843 Hartford’s St. 
John’s Church published a parishioner’s brochure on “Eliza, 
the Child that Grew in Grace,” and Bishop Brownell’s 
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charge to the clergy enumerated the “Errors of the Times,” 
which turned out to be the frantic quest for a “new birth,” 
the neglect of Christian baptism and nurture, and the alter- 
nating enthusiasm and apathy of New England Congre- 
gationalism,1° 

Even sympathizers of revivals were occasionally checked 
by the indiscriminate statistical avidity of revivalists. In 
Hartford Finney and Nettleton had campaigned vigorously 
among the destitute, but the church they founded for the 
poor, once left to its own and Hartford’s devices, soon set- 
tled into middle-class membership.1 Hartford’s “better” 
classes had aims and anxieties that diverted them from the 
sustained conversion or companionship of the poor. 
‘Bushnell himself, certain that the “inferior stocks” were 
perishing, was not tempted to populate his church with the 
races of the doomed. The ideal church of his vision was to 
act upon the community by its testifying presence, not by 
mere “will-work.” The laws of population would insure its 
final dominion without revivals. This dream of a Christian 
community—in which love and the health of the Anglo- 
Saxon stock together overpowered the ignoble—increasingly 
possessed his imagination. In this question as in others, Bush- 
nell’s interest followed the lines of middle-class concerns. 

Hartford families had more intimate worries than the 
conversion of their poorer neighbors. Their_own, children 
threatened to become strangers to their way of ite: ‘The dis- 
sipation of the-sons-of-some-eminent citizens crept into the 
city’s records. Whittier, invited to join a club of prominent 
young men, refused after his shocked discovery of their im- 
morality.1? In 1834, following Hawes’s revival, prominent 
citizens briefly attempted to reform the frivolities of Hart- 
ford’s youth, and a young woman converted by Finney val- 
iantly tried to save a “class of young men,” both eminent and 
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wealthy, who had “fallen into bad habits and . . . moral 
decay.””18 

Throughout the Northeast in the nineteenth century, 
families suffered anxieties like Hartford’s. As cities multi- 
plied at the expense of the country, parents fearfully 
watched their sons depart for the “many . . . temptations” 
of the city. Beyond the reach of rural society and parental 
sanctions, these young men, living in boarding houses, acting 
as clerks, and dreaming of wealth, seemed dangerously 
emancipated to people used to a firmer family structure. 
The city’s lures, as catalogued by James Alexander, included 
“the night cellar, the low concert, the ball, the equivocal 
show, . . . the billiard-room, and the den of infamy... .” 
In the Christian Spectator, a correspondent bleakly divulged 
that of his many acquaintances who had gone to New York 
not one had become a Christian ‘for even a Sabbath-School 
teacher.” Instead, they had “‘cast off the... fear of sin” that 
they had learned in childhood." 

This Social ‘mobility, ywhich unsettled the most intimate 
relationships metiand women knew, created a painful need 
for reassurances. The fiction of gift books repeated tales of 
wicked young men in the city but frequently ended on a 
note of salvation. “A Profligate’s Regard for His Mother” 
described the accepted mode of redemption. “How often 
has the profligate son, in the very midst of his dissipation 
and sin, been led to reflect and repent by a recollection of a 
mother’s prayers and tears!”’° 

The bastion of the home was set against the disintegration 
suffered by mobile sons amid city temptations. The home 
was the symbol of religion, of simplicity, and of ‘perma- 
nence; and the early associations which clustered around it 
formed a permanent reserve of moral strength. Poems and 
stories on the redemptive power of early piety crowded the 
pages of the Sabbath School Treasury and the Congrega- 
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tional Visitor and inspired best-selling novels, gift books, 
and poems. In the home, hidden from the “passion-stirring 
and tumultuous scenes of life,” the divinely meek nature of 
women redeemed fallen husbands and sons “reeling from 
the haunts of dissipation.’’!® “Let the wayward son stop in 
his profanities and remember a dying mother’s counsel,” 
commanded Bushnell in a sermon on “The Heavenly State.” 
VAs young men left home for the hazardous promise of 
urban success, parents through the Northeast were bewil- 
dered, anxious, and proud. Out of their emotional duress 
came a new image of religious experience. As religion was a 
cherished part of the imperiled past, so the new pattern re- 
tained the familiar terms of theology. Popular literature di- 
vided experience into a dualism of good and evil, of salvation 
and reprobation, of innocence and corruption. Yet these very 
similarities manifested and implemented a revolution in gen- 
eral religious beliefs. 

— Calvinism taught the depravity of all men and God’s 
gracious election of some to salvation. Evil at birth, no one 
could attain perfection; still, men were to serve God dili- 
gently in their callings while spiritually they remained dead 
to the world. But the literature eagerly read by nineteenth- 
century Americans ordered experience differently. The 
world that “tainted” and “defiled” was contrasted with the 
home, where purity reigned. A pervasive suspicion of the 
changing society nourished the dream of a cloistered, pristine 
innocence. The Friendship Offering decided that angels must 
weep to see the soul “all pure and brilliant” descend to the 
earth—“that huge shadow of woe and crime—through which 
no winged thing . . . can penetrate unstained.” Moved at the 
spectacle of infants so pure and doomed, the Rose of Sharon 
tenderly requested speedy deaths for the young.” 

The projected purity of childhood stretched a white 
backdrop that set the world’s depravity in stark relief. The 
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literary convention provided the vehicle for jeremiads that 
enthusiastic democrats, buoyed up in the high tide of prog- 
ress, might otherwise have repelled. “Which is worst and 
farthest from God,’ demanded Bushnell, “these innocent 
exuberances of life, or the covetous, overcaring, overwork- 
ing, enviously plotting, sobriety of their parents?” 

Thus the mother, exempt like the child from competitive 
struggles, provided the key to salvation. Yet if mothers were 
convinced by the ubiquitous assertions of their power, they 
did not know how to exploit it. References to the failures 
of family government, to family tragedies, and to the wan- 
ton eagerness of young people to leave home suggest that 
their doubts were founded in familial instabilities.19 Some 
felt failure of tradition made women seek out authoritative 
counsel, the latest information, the reassurance of mutual 
confession in “maternal societies.” Advisory novels and peri- 
odicals multiplied and sold. Mrs. Sigourney, Catherine Sedg- 
wick, and Sarah Hale dropped fiction and poetry for do- 
mestic counseling, and in 1839 the Ladies’ Repository quit- 
ted the “haunts of romance” to concentrate upon woman’s 
“social ministry to the human heart.”?° Perplexed and hope- 
ful, women were emotionally sustained by the assurance 
that their training could triumph over the temptations of 
the world. 

There were no professional psychologists to guide them, 
but the clergy leaped in to remove the breach between the 
generations. Trained in mental philosophy, guardians of the 
moral order, the ministry could link the present to the fa- 
miliar past) Faced by the hazy outlines of their children’s 
future lives, parents clutched at religion with an avidity 
they failed to muster for themselves alone. Out of its new 
needs, the American reading public created a new role for 
the clergy. 

* In his first book in 1846 Bushnell addressed this public, 
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counseling parents on the proper methods of Christian nur- 

ture. Like other Americans, he based his child psychology 

on the Scottish philosophy. American ministers, authors, ' 
and educationalists had long discoursed on the waxlike in- 
fant mind on which sensations and emotions could be indel- 
ibly impressed and indissolubly joined. So susceptible a crea- 
ture should be easily molded. Imitative and ductile, the child 
could be led where the parents willed cures the decisive 
early years § when the character was being set. 

Religious leaders customarily deplored the wasted years 
of childhood, in which religious impressions might have 
been permanently and preservingly engraven on the mind. 
For it was common knowledge by the nineteenth century-/ 
that parents were not t_training | their children in religion. 
Several decades-of pleas-for-the restitution of family religion 
testified to a continuing neglect. In the nineteenth century the 
General Association of Connecticut recalled parents to their 
duties while ministers in New London, Fairfield, and Hart- 
ford bewailed the ominous decline in family religion. Periodi- 
cals and sermons kept up the cry; Presbyterian ministers and 
the Princeton Review vainly reprimanded those whose neg- 
lect caused a decrease in baptisms.?? Yet parents proved in- 
transigent. With a grim prophecy of the imminent ruin of 
the church, Joel Hawes surrendered to parental objections 
against teaching the catechism to children.”? 

~— In their concern for family religion, orthodox ministers 
prepared the way for the sentimental heresies of the 1830's 
and 1840’s. But if ministers stressed the importance of the 
child, in the early nineteenth century they continued to 
preach that regeneration required a drastic transformation. 
Such a decisive change consorted oddly with the yielding 
plasticity of the child’s nature, but in the early decades of 
the century the triumphs of revivalism and republican indi- 
vidualism obscured the implications of the accepted associ- 
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ationalist psychology. Since the late eighteenth century, 
widespread revivals had reaffirmed the Puritan expectation 
that saints could be distinguished, while disciples of Jona- 
than Edwards shared his conviction that divine election 
would be marked by clear and distinct signs. Throughout 
New England such ministers resolved to end the Half-Way 
Covenant: fighting congregations, losing their pastorates, 
witnessing the division of their churches, they were finally 
victorious.** 

Revivalistic theology was aided by the fact that the Revo- 
lutionary and post-Revolutionary generations denied the 
right of the past to control the present and believed that no 
individual’s fate could be indentured to another’s. The indi- 
vidualism which had made it impossible for Emmons, Bel- 
lamy, and Hopkins to accept imputed guilt or righteousness, 
made the decisive experience of the individual seem essen- 
tial to salvation. Nathanael Emmons was characteristic of 
his time when he announced that the church was a “volun- 
tary society, formed by a voluntary compact” and that God 
could not enter a covenant with man without his deliberate, 
adult consent.”4 

In spite of republican and revivalistic individualism, how- 
ever, the picture of the “innocent” child made an increasing 
and fateful appeal to the ministry. In many ways the child 
was becoming a center of hope. The American Sunday 
School Union was struck by the resistance of prominent 
adults to clerical criticism and by the felicitous, contrasting 
docility of children under reproof.?® If adult obstinacy 
plagued the minister, preaching to children could easily by- 
pass the “rough hills of obstruction,” as Bushnell pointed 
out.76 

The necessity of suiting doctrine to children facilitated 
a genial reconstruction of theology. For childish apprehen- 
sion, doctrine had to be set in an “appealing form,” little 
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geared to the “offence of the cross.” Religion was speedily 
linked with the innocence, love, and simplicity of which 
the child was symbol; language adjusted to a child’s under- 
standing could express “the conceptions of an angel,” ac- 
cording to the American Sunday School Union. Such sim- 
plifications proved generally enticing. Soon the Union could 
jubilantly report that parents and neighbors, who rejected 
“more elaborate” religious works, were enjoying Sunday 
School books.”? CRE 182), 

‘As ministers set out to meet the needs of the child, re- 
ligious experience was redefined. The popular Letters of 
Pestalozzi on the Education of Infancy announced that the 
infant heart could be led only by love. Given the child’s 
responsive goodness, religious anguish was unnecessary. 
Books stressed that the child was injured by the violence 
of “premature excitement,” and the best-selling Mother at 
Home urged that no terror or crisis was needed, for the. 
child’s conversions could take place imperceptibly, leaving 
no memory of the precise moment of regeneration.?§ 

The divine nature was also delineated to suit the child’s 
preferences. A God of wrath and judgment could not “ap- 
peal,” and God was increasingly presented through the 
image of the Lamb. If the adult were to recall religion with 
pleasure, nothing gloomy should be associated with it in 
childhood, and authors amiably concluded that the smiling 
aspects of religion best met the case. As all emotions were 
rooted i in perceptions, the child’s feeling for his mother be- 
gan and determined his eventual love a God. “How easy 
it is,’ marveled Mrs. Sedgwick in Home, “to UREN the 
ec uecus with the domestic affections.”?9 _ 

According to orthodox New England C: Calvinism, children 
were depraved, and regeneration came in a shattering choice 
with which the individual began a new life. According to 
che "accepted psychology, the child was a pliant entity whose 
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~ eventual decisions were governed by early associations. 
Given the orthodox rationale, the minister should logically 
have concentrated upon the adult congregation. Yet he had 
found middle-class adults prone to criticism, pride, and re- 
ligious apathy, while the business world, which engrossed 
their interests, seemed hostile to the traditions in which 


_ piety and the “fireside” had flourished together. Only in 


concern for the education of the young did the interests of 
religion and the middle-class adult population meet without 


the opportunity for a new reading of theology. 

Open discontent with revivalism appeared first in the 
German Reformed and Presbyterian churches. In 1843 John 
Nevin, _professor in the German Reformed Met coe 
Seminary, published The Anxious Bench, attacking the “new 
measures” by which Finney and Taylor had quickened the 
pace of repentance. Trained in the idealism of Hegel and 
Schleiermacher, Nevin proposed to replace the individual- 
ism of the New Divinity by recognition of the organic na- 
ture of society and the church. Taylor’s doctrines, it was 
said, substituted jerky excitements for the growth of God’s 
spirit in the soul and underestimated the ingrown evil in the 
world and humanity. To offset the sin “rooted in the race,” 
the individual should be nourished from childhood in the 
true church. Held within the “kingdom of grace,” the child 
would grow gently into a Christian life, without the agony 
of a spiritual transformation.®° 

In a vein more native than Nevin’s, the Presbyterian 
church formulated an extensive critique of revivalistic New 
Divinity, which under cover of the Plan of Union was infil- 
trating Presbyterianism. Led by Charles Hodge at Prince- 
ton, Presbyterians reaffirmed the doctrine of the Abrahamic 
covenant, promising that God would recognize and receive 
the baptized child if he remained “faithful to his baptismal 
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friction. Out of the conflict of dogma and situation came 
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vows.” God would probably impute Christ’s righteousness 
to the baptized child; in any case the child, like the adult 
church member, was presumptively one of the elect. Since 
only God knew the members of the true, invisible church, 
the visible church was composed of saints and sinners.*1 

Ignoring contemporary psychology and neglecting pa- 
rental anxieties, the Presbyterian and German Reformed 
doctrines met none of the time’s insistent queries as to edu- 
cation and gave no promises that could vie with the relief 
of a revival’s conversions. Nor could the Abrahamic cove- 
nant be adapted to popular fictional or poetic conventions. 
Congregational ministers and the more popular writers » 
passed by the churchly theories of Nevin and Hodge. They 
focused instead upon the “Mother at Home,” finding here 
the promise of redemption. 

The resultant literature of the Sunday School Union and 
of the religious annuals often subverted orthodoxy, but in 
so sanctioned and fragmentary a way that even conservative 
Congregationalists did not sound an alarm. The prolonged 
war against theology had created an indifference in which 
confusion bred. Though neither gift-book language nor 
gift-book sensibility could be held within the categories of 
Christian orthodoxy, no one pointed out the conflict; and in 
spite of the concern for education, ministers were still tested 
by revival statistics. It was left to an obscure Hartford min- 
ister to integrate the commitments of the time within Prot- 
estant theology. 

> Bushnell met the contradictory values of his audience: 
‘the individualism that promoted revivals, naycoty that 
feared them, the troubled parents wh neglected religion 
and worried about the irreligion of their children; the ortho- 
doxy that fostered the Sunday School and insisted on man’s 
radical corruption. He saw and testified to the desperate 
peril of the church. The vein had “run out”; the American 
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churches were “exhausted.” In 1834 and 1835 the North 
Church had no infant baptisms; from 1835 to 1838, only 
thirty-seven. In 1838 the church resolved that baptism had 
been “too lightly held by this church in years past” and 
voted that the pastor should give a series of talks on the 
meaning of the sacrament. Yet the issue remained delicate; 
Bushnell’s talks antagonized Deacon Terry, who complained 
that the child should be taught that he “was all the time... 
rebelling, and that he must yield himself to God as a living 
sacrifice.” In 1845 church officer James Hosmer joined 
Hawes’s First Church and in 1846, with three other Hart- 
ford laymen, endowed an East Windsor professorship in 
honor of the revivalist Ashahel Nettleton.®? 

Nonetheless, the new minister continued. He used Scot- 
tish epistemology, the language of sentiment, and the ideali- 
zation of childhood to undermine Episcopalian and Unitarian 
critiques of revivalistic Congregationalism. To an anxious 
middle class he promised that with a proper Christian nur- 
ture no child need be lost. If he daringly rejected contem- 
porary individualism, he instructed his audience in the means 
of salvation. Under his hand the materials of contemporary 
thought were shaped into a vision of Christian community. 

The work began with the requested talks and with articles 
published in the Christian Spectator and the New Englander. 
Bushnell was fighting on several fronts. In the New England- 
er he lambasted Bishop Brownell with ponderous sarcasm, 
Aaa Episcopalianism of pandering to the “folly” of the 

“thoughtless and gay. ” The frenzied, heavy-handed attack 
was a charac ic explosion of Bushnell’s insecurity and 
was, chara¢teristic y, followed by doctrinal reconciliation. 
Later the same year he published “The Kingdom of Heaven 
as a Grain of Mustard Seed,” which urged that Christian 
growth replacé revivalistic convulsions.®* 

A trip to the Continent for his health intervened between 
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the articles and the eventual book on Christian nurture. In 
England Bushnell painfully discovered his own obscurity,*4 
and upon his return he agreed to incorporate the articles in 
a book to be published by the Massachusetts Sunday School 
Society. Faced with the finished work, the Sunday School 
Committee hesitated, weighed possible reactions, required 
changes, and published Views of Christian Nurture finally in 
1846. But the definition of « orthodoxy ; had become so shaky 
that after an attack from the East Windsor Theological 
Seminary on the book’s heresies, the committee hastily sup- 
pressed it. 

Views of Christian Nurture was based upon the empiri- 
cism and associationalism of Scottish philosophy. The pro- 
jected infant mirrored the familiar i image of gift annuals— 
delicate, tender, close to innocence. Like Taylor, Bushnell 
insisted that the baby was amoral rather than depraved; “ 
mere passive lump,’*he was molded by the surrounding en- 
vironment. His character was cast by the perceptions that 
poured in upon his consciousness. The family’s tone of life 
and the atmosphere of the home should be infused with love 
and piety, for the generations were linked in close depend- 
ence, the child being formed before his soul matured.*° 

_ The parents taught religion not by doctrine but by the 
reality of the i impressions given in their lives. The love of the 
mother revealed the love of Christ. Parents were given by 
God “to personate and finite Himself, and gather to such 
human motherhood and fatherhood, a piety transferable to 
Himself.” Since parents enforced moral laws upon the 
child, they became for him the “natural and moral image” 
of God. Knowledge could not reach beyond the child’s 
experience. Bending theory to accommodate the child’s 
nature, parents would avoid the “repulsive” aspects of reli- 
gion but would teach the discipline and love which together 
constituted the Christian message. Knowing his family’s just 
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rule and its forgiving love, the child would have adequate 


foundations for Christian faith.*° 


The family could form a unit so touched by Christ that 
the house would be a citadel for pure religion. Within its 
walls the child would enter upon peas experience with- 


» fo ut the agony of despair. He would ‘ ‘open upon the world 


as one spiritually renewed, not remembering the time when 


) he went thr ough a technical experience, but seeming to have 
~ loved what is good from his earliest years.”’* 


Not every class could aspire equally to the benefits of 
Christian nurture. Bushnell suspected that children growing 
up ina “filthy and loose habit” would be insensitive to corrup- 
tion. The “dirt upon their persons and clothing” would 
probably stain their consciences as well. He cautioned 
against feeding children bonbons and recommended that the 
child be dressed like a Christian, since a Christian body was 
unlikely to contain a pagan soul. The rewards of Christian 
nurture fell to those families whose virtuous health and 
prosperity insured that they would eventually outpopulate 
the world.?® 

With grace so knit to circumstances, it was difficult to 
norayel a crucial apostasy. Bens maining that. Chris- 
fall and a rescue.” Yet, analyzed ee associational 
sin and virtue were necessarily defined through family gov- 
ernment and familial emotions. Since the child could under- 
stand the distinction between right and wrong and could 
lovingly obey the moral law, Bushnell promised that nes 
could achieve regeneration. Under such a dispensation, in a 
society which adored the child for his plastic innocence and 
praised the middle-class home for its gracious affections, the 
atoning sacrifice of Christ did not seem a prime necessity. 
The revolt against God and salvation through the sacrifice 
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of God did not easily fit the pattern.(The center of Chris- 
tian Nurture was the home.) 

Yet the book provided a critique as well as a paean of 
Bushnell’s audience. It was not only a book on child care; 
it aimed to transform the life of Christian adults; If Bushnell 
could not appeal to his public as Christians, he knew they 
would listen as parents. Instead of spending their lives in a 
worldliness interrupted only by spasmodic revivals and 
facile contributions, parents would understand the far reach 
of their Christian obligation. Activities had no value unless 
they came from love; a quality of being, not a series of acts, 
was required for Christian existence. 
>A church composed of such Christian families would 
Preiitest the spirit of Christ to the world. It yes convert 
not by a “prodigious slaughter among . . . sinners” but by 
the force of its presence. “Her Greeti graces of love, 
purity, truth, and beneficence, are a divine atmosphere 
about her. .. . To approach her is to be convinced of sin, 
ro rettecess and a judgment to come.”*? Christian nurture 
culminated in a historic church pervaded by the Holy Spirit. 
Like Schleiermacher, Bushnell developed the ideal of an) 
organic: church, growing within the world, yet set apart| \ 
from it. Such a church would be continuous testimony to | 
the living spirit of Christ. Its very existence would have 
converting power on the outer world, while within its sav- _ 
ing ordinances its children would graciously grow to Chris-_/ 
tian adulthood. 

In this dream Bushnell returned to the Puritan ideal of a 
society redeemed by the church, but unlike the semiauton- 
omous Puritan congregations, the church of Bushnell’s vision | 
was unified, organic, and of cumulative power. Eventually, 
he prophesied, such a church would embrace the world, 
assimilating the insights of all the varied sects in a compre- | 
hensive truth. The hope was ecumenical not sectarian; it | 
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poised against the individualism of the time the conviction 
that past and present were necessarily linked and that their 
union could be holy and redeeming. 

In his concern for the church as an organic power, Bush- 
nell stood apart from his age. In the “promiscuous assem- 
blage” of a church congregation, Emerson could find no 
bonds adequate to justify common prayer, and exalted the 
lecture hall as the true church of the day. While Bushnell 
required that the church testify through its felt, inspired 
presence to the dominion of Christ, Emerson asked of the 
coming church only that it announce “the algebra and 
mathematics of ethical law”; while Bushnell required that 
society use man’s inevitable dependence as the means to his 
_redemption, Emerson hoped that the “new church” would 
send man home to his “central solitude.’’?° 

Even among the orthodox the ideal of the church had 
faded. To conservative James Alexander, the church seemed 
a “casual group of waiting persons.” In orthodox churches 
men read newspapers during prayers, and ladies, before the 
services began, tapped their feet to polka tunes, By 1866, 
the Congregational Quarterly could easily imagine a “true 
church” no member of which was a “true Christian.” Con- 
servative churchmen were not enthusiastic at Bushnell’s pic- 
ture of a closely linked society. The Christian Observatory 
warned that Bushnell’s organic church would undermine 
personal responsibility by an ennervating collectivism, while 
the Christian Review damned it as “downright socialism.”*1 

Reading reviews of his first book, however, the turbulent, 
ambitious minister, now in his mid-forties, must often have 
been glad he had published it himself, after the Sunday 
School Committee’s suppression. Only Bennett Tyler, safely 
cloistered from contemporary pressures in East Windsor 
Seminary, blasted the book totally. Christianity could never 
be made attractive to the natural man, Tyler insisted, and 
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the sweet disguises used to lure the child betrayed the 
Gospel. The soul’s corruption was inalienable; no impres- 
sions could wean it from its depravity. “Educated by angels, 
amid the glories of heaven,” the child would remain a sinner. 
In Tyler’s legalistic attack, a choked, outraged sense of 
Christianity struggled for expression through the provincial, 
timeworn formulas of New England Calvinism.*? 
Periodicals of the Presbyterian, Episcopal, and German 
Reformed churches praised Bushnell’s criticism of the ne- 
cessity for violent rebirth, his concern with the family, his 
insight i into the organic nature of experience. They remon- 
strated only against his naturalism. Hodge complained in the. 
Princeton Review that Bushnell had left no role to special 
grace, while the Episcopalian Review expostulated that not 


the family but the church and its sacraments were the ~ 


vehicle of grace. 

Unitarians)and_liberal Congregationalists saw a harbinger 
of the millennium in the methods of Christian Nurture. The 
New Englander delightedly pointed out that a mother’s 
forgiveness could supplant the need to understand justifica- 
tion by faith and that a mother’s glance might convert as 
well as “the look which Christ gave Peter.”4 A blissful 
domesticity could supply the essentials of Christian life. 

Yet Bushnell was himself discontent with the era of 
Anglo-Saxon beatitude he foresaw. After all, he had rebelled 
against Taylor, not on behalf of slumbering infant inno- 
cence, but because of “that wonderful power” by which 
man became a sinner. Like Blake and Shelley, he was at- 
tracted by defiance of God. Life derived its meaning, he 
told his bourgeois congregation, “not by any computation 
of reason” but by “wild disorders,” “the distempers and 
storms” of passion. It was hard to hold a steady image of the 
heroic in the setting of Bushnell’s life, where the alternatives 
of sheltered innocence or worldly corruption seemed more 
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evident. But if man was a “demon” who dared ‘“‘confront the 
Almighty and tear himself away from his throne,” such 
apostasy could not be remedied by abstinence from bonbons 
or by tidy clothes. The divine counterpart of the demonic 
was the wrath of God. As Bushnell saw, redemption_re- 
quired not the childlike appeals of a Jesus but the power 
ote hnrist.** 

Bushnell’s dream of sequestered innocence was thus inter- 
mittently crossed by his fear that man was essentially cor- 
rupt. His fear saved him from an easy belief in a perfect 
society; it forced upon him the paradox of Christian re- 
demption. If his seemly public shook his conviction of con- 
demnation, his terror occasionally erupted into warning. 
God’s love was “visibly tempered with dread.” Overriding 
the desires of the human heart, God in his anger demanded 
payment in pain and torment for every sin.4 

Such recurrent visions of the Old Testament God kept, 
grace. If his sense of human evil hindered his consistency, it 
also forced him to profounder investigations of human his- 
tory and Christian redemption. But in 1847 his first long 
work had ordered many current, scattered faiths within a 
religious rationale. 


12 


VI. The Expedient of Eloquence 


By 1848 Bushnell was author of a book that had been 
heralded, berated, praised, and suppressed. His name had 
become known; his peculiar mixture of conservatism and 
liberalism had been recognized and weighed. Yet his achieve- 
ment seemed to lead nowhere. He could scarcely become a 
leader in the Sunday School movement, when the Massachu- 
setts Sunday School Society had condemned his book. The 
other focal concern of Christian Nurture, the vision of a 
church at the center of Christian experience, failed to inter- 
est Congregationalists. The stricter Calvinists had pinned 
their hopes on revivals, while thé liberals, busily fighting 
Episcopalians, shied away from such ecclesiasticism. 

Christian Nurture thus solved few personal problems. 
Bushnell had still to define a role effective enough to satisfy 
his ambition and his conscience, free enough to accommo- 
date his originality, and catholic enough to meet his tem- 
peramental desire and professional need for reconciliation. 
The task promised to be difficult, set as it had to be within 
the limits of his vocation and his time. 

Bushnell’s point of departure was fixed; he entered unpro- 
pitiously upon the stage of nineteenth-century America as a 
Protestant minister. Only an archaic presumption would 
permit the minister to exact attention on the basis of his 
calling. Democtatic self-confidence was aggressively equali- 
tarian, and the democratic public was besieged by articulate 
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and flattering pleas for its attention. Ministers were every- 
where cautioned against professional arrogance, which mere- 
ly insulted the laity. Diffident before his self-confident au- 
dience, Ezra Stiles Gannett announced that he resorted to 
the pulpit only as a “convenient place of address” and wore 
his clerical robes to hide his “awkward delivery.”? 

All over the country the pulpit was being lowered by the 
prevailing cry for equality. Pleased by the trend, the Reli- 
gious Magazine and the Christian Spectator pointed out that 
the minister could now achieve a sympathetic “fervor of 
feeling” with his audience, from which his lofty isolation 
had excluded him. As his job was to make the people “feel 
that the heart of the minister” was with them, the “artificial 
elevation” of the pulpit along with awesome solemnity and 
erudition were serious handicaps» For what, after all, de- 
manded the Christian Examiner, did the preaching of the 
pulpit amount to “in a country where people think for 
themselves,” beside the “preaching of the Bible, and. . . of 
nature, and . .. of common sense’’?? 

At best the minister was one of the people. Though aging 
ministers of an earlier generation clung to their smallclothes 
and forbidding mien, the younger clergy shrank from pro- 
fessional peculiarities. Emerson decided that it was the “best 
part of the man... that revolts most against being a minis- 
ter,” and Edwards Park, dismayed by the folios written in 
“schools, and garrets, and cloisters,” called upon divines to 
compose in the midst of “a more sympathetic and social 
life.” The easy flow, the familiarity, the brevity of the “best 
conversation” should be the minister’s model. He could urge 
his case effectively while observing the circumspection of a 
gentleman. 

The broken careers and the expressed discontent of prom- 
inent ministers revealed professional uneasiness and unap- 
peased ambitions. Like Francis Wayland, Charles Hodge, 
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Enoch Pond, or Bennet Tyler, the orthodox were likely to 
decide that they could be of more service in colleges and 
divinity schools; similarly, Bushnell began his pastorate with 
the hope of an eventual professorship. Throughout the first 
half of the century Unitarian clergymen resigned over the 
protests of their congregations. In his West Roxbury parish, 
Theodore Parker decided he was “wasting” his “one talent,” 
while Orville Dewey regretted that he had not become a 
lawyer. Things had come to such a pass that Gardiner 
Spring lamented that many men considered the ministry a 
loss of caste.4 

What, then, were the minister’s opportunities? Given the 
time, his most inviting prospects seemed to lie on the far 
side of successful talk. For to many the era seemed to be 
“The Golden Age of American Oratory.” An insatiable 
eagerness for instruction, rebuke, self-improvement, and re- 
form, drove the public to lyceums and lecture halls. The 
people paid large sums to popular speakers; they even 
flocked to hear them, asking only eloquence from reform- 
ers, redeemed drunkards, Congressmen, and transcendental- 
ists. Orators who met their needs were rewarded with at- 
tention, sometimes tears, and fame. “The highest bribes of 
society are at the feet of the successful orator,” Emerson 
observed, and the theme of eloquence ran insistently through 
his private and published writings. In every audience he 
found a “capacity of virtue.” Waiting on the lecturer, they 
were ready “to be beatified.’® 

Articles and books on homiletics constantly assured min- 
isters that they could win the honor and power due to elo- 
quence. The susceptible and attendant multitude, promised 
the Biblical Repository, stood “ready to swallow anything 
that comes in the shape of rhetoric.” Nonetheless, everyone 
nervously continued to caution and advise the minister; he 
should not talk long—though political orations lasted for 
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hours; he should avoid monotony, theology, repetition. 
Eventually Emerson despaired, deciding that the lecture 
platform made all other “pulpits” “tame and ineffectual.” 
Not the minister but the lecturer was free to “lay himself 
out utterly, large, enormous, prodigal on the subject of the 
hour.” Only on the lecture platform could he “dare to hope 
for ecstasy_and eloquence.” 

Undoubtedly a numerous and eager public existed. Yet, 
as it emerged in the writings of divines, the image of the 
new, knowledgeable democracy, which heard so many ora- 
tors and perused so many newspapers, seemed to have been 
shaped in terror. Quickly bored, the public wanted novelty, 
action, and excitement. The conservative Christian Observa- 
tory warned that “‘a great speech in Congress, a new steam- 
boat, . - improvements in machinery” Spee eclipsed the 
people’ s interest in the pulpit. 8 

~Ministers hazarded various expedients to win the finicky 
attention of the public. The Christian Spectator took heart 
at a periodical which would publish sermons right after 
delivery, for a sermon that came “literally smoking from 
the press” was far more exciting than one which had lain 
unpublished “even for a month.” Other people counseled 
the worried ministry to engage in controversy. “Argument 
made red-hot, is what interests people,” promised James 
Alexander.® 

But though everyone agreed that sermons should turn on 
timely issues, it was hard to find any in which the public 
would tolerate clerical meddling. By the 1830's politics was 
reserved for secular oratory, while “red-hot” controversy 
was taken as a sign of poor taste.1° Bushnell later regretted 
his abusive polemic against Bishop Brownell and wished he 
had not written it. The tone of his attack required an audi- 
ence more concerned with theology than with gentility, and 
such audiences were disappearing from respectable society. 
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Even the minister’s dominion over morals was called in 
question. Clergymen were admitted to reform associations, 
according to Gardiner Spring, rather to increase contribu- 
tions than to join in serious decisions, and by the 1840’s lay- 
men dominated most “moral” societies. 

Within a sphere thus narrowly circumscribed, the minis- 
ter had to-save his congregation from-tedium-—and himself 
from anonymity. “What have I done in these thirty-eight 
years but grow old?” Bushnell asked on his thirty-eighth 
birthday. During the 1830’s and 1840's he struggled to find 
a decisive and effective role. A strange throat trouble inter- 
mittently forced him to leave his pulpit, and he pondered 
whether he had received a Providential decree to change his 
calling. Neither serenity, position, nor influence came easily 
to a Connecticut minister brusque in manners and unskilled 
in revivals.?2 

During the first decades of his ministry Bushnell alter- 
nately strained against and accepted the confines of public 
tolerance. He assumed the mien and duties of a Hebraic 
prophet; he briefly took on the political prerogatives which 
Puritan New England had once granted its clergy; he tried 
his hand at the activism of the Protestant Alliance and led a 
fierce war against Catholicism. All these forays after success 
and self-realization were executed with a sense of the times 
and under the tension of an obscure yet oppressive sense of 
the imperatives of his calling. 

In these early years the young minister concerned himself 
with topics of general interest. Planning his first book, he 
proposed to study the “foundation of civil obligation” and 
the objects and duties of the state. At a time when politics 
intrigued Americans more than theology did, De Tocque- 
ville, noting that ministers praised religion for its public util- 
ity, wondered whether the politician would supplant the 
priest in the young republic. Bushnell, like Beecher, Hawes, 
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and Francis Wayland, based the case for religion on a patri- 
otic appeal. “The divorce of politics from conscience and 
religion . . . must infallibly end... in the total wreck of 
our institutions and liberties,” he warned. In the rhetoric of 
Bushnell’s exuberant nationalism, the causes of America and 
religion became identified. His sermon The Crisis of the 
Church warned not only America of her perils but God of 
His, closing with a strenuous invocation. “Rise then O Men 
of Christ! And Thou O God of the land, arise! Fire in us 
the spirit of our fathers! . . . TILL OUR COUNTRY AND THY 
GLORY ARE SAFE!’’13 

Convinced that society and government were founded in 
God’s decree, Bushnell criticized the social contract theory 
that lay behind the American Constitution and the more re- 
cent triumph of the Democrats in Connecticut. Denying the 
sovereign “rights of the people,” Bushnell announced that 
an organic social order preceded and determined any writ- 
ten covenant. Men never existed in a Lockean “state of na- 
ture,” with rights they could insure by compact, and they 
should therefore accept the status quo that Providence had 
established. Against militant Jacksonian individualism, Bush- 
nell, like most of the northern ministry, sanctioned political 
conservatism.!4# 

Yet Bushnell did not always identify political virtue and 
established power. At times, viewing man’s depravity and 
the absolute ethic of goodness, he despaired of any political 
righteousness. In the height of the enthusiasm of Whigs and 
Democrats for the “people” and “democracy” in the 1840 
campaign, Bushnell suddenly condemned politics and dared 
to rest his case upon a condemnation of man. The roles of 
Pilate and of the mob in the Crucifixion demonstrated that 
man “is fallen and unholy, everywhere.” Democracies as 
well as monarchies, Bushnell intrepidly announced, were 
corrupted by the radical, inordinate greed of men. All prin- 
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cipalities were “cruel, and treacherous and violent, and unfit 
to be trusted,” for no checks could “tame” man, no balances 
could keep him “in the sacred bonds of order.”?® 

Bushnell’s revulsion at the shenanigans of the 1840 cam- 
paign, and his Calvinist mistrust of man did not usually 
dampen his hope for a perfect society, however. He criti- 
cized the political theory behind the Constitution as that of 
a government based on a balance of self-interests and there- 
fore lost to corruption. Against the selfish atomism of checks 
and balances, he counterposed the hope of a Holy Common- 
wealth, in which legislation would insure the virtue of the 
state. Endowed with knowledge of the moral law, free to 
seek its fulfilment, Americans could aim for a perfect soci- 
ety. “We are fighting ourselves up up into redemption.” !® 

Bushnell’s Puritan conviction that the ministry should 
guide the state stood behind his vision of a Holy Commu- 
nity. In 1844 he once again broke the protocol of political 
silence that sealed the lips of the ministry. Perhaps, he re- 
marked, his congregation would resent his presumption; he 
felt he had no choice. His duty commanded him to assert 
the law of God by which his hearers would face judgment. 
In the tones of a Hebraic prophet, he condemned the people 
for their political iniquities and called them to righteousness, 
“that the holy One of Israel may not cease from before 
you.” An articulate and exacting ministry was essential for a 
virtuous nation. Piercing and announcing the divine law, the 
clergy could lead the people into a holy republic." 

Yet Bushnell was ready to compromise with the status 
quo when a virtuous rebellion endangered order. The struc- 
ture of power registered Providential decrees, against which 
it would be sinful folly for individuals, the disfranchised 
poor, or moral associations to struggle. Thus Bushnell re- 
fused to submit the slavery question to the rashness of the 
human conscience. He asked only that his people acknowl- 
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edge the sin of slavery and await the operation of God’s will. 
Though in 1854 he protested against the Kansas-Nebraska 
compromise, since principles of right “might as well be set- 
tled by a raffle as a vote,” in 1860 he still deplored human 
interference with slavery. He pointed to the census to dem- 
onstrate that the laws of population would peacefully eradi- 
cate slavery in God’s good time.'® 

In the last analysis, Bushnell was unprepared and the peo- 
ple were unwilling to have the ministry act as political moni-_ 
tors. His Politics under the Law of God, used as a campaign 
document against the Whigs in 1844, brought such oppro- 
brium upon Bushnell that in self-defense he published it, 
protesting that it had been “denounced for qualities . . . dis- 
honorable to a minister.”!® For the next decade he said noth- 
ing about politics. Except for a denunciation of the Kansas- 
Nebraska Act, he maintained his silence, until the Civil War. 
Only then, when the exigencies-of conflict made ministerial 
support welcome to the public, did Bushnell again essay the 
role of prophet and political mentor. 

Bushnell had not found a role answering his sense of voca- 
tion. Throughout the 1840's he painfully deliberated the ad- 
visability of remaining in the ministry. Offered the presi- 
dency of Middlebury College in 1840, he found the decision 
difficult. He could not decipher the call of duty. His wife 
apparently preferred to stay in Hartford, and his own eager- 
ness to advance “his mind and studies” at Middlebury 
warred with other, less articulate attachments. After he re- 
jected the position, he continued to be tempted by hopes of 
greater freedom and a wider field. In 1842 and 1843 he made 
a brief lecturing tour in New York, Connecticut, and Ohio 
and wondered whether his “peculiarities of thinking and 
style” were not more suited to the West than to the East. 
The West, he enthusiastically reported, was hospitable to 
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originality; clearly he had felt constrained in the unbending 
East.?° 

During his forties Bushnell remained unsure where to 
direct his ambition and energy. Everywhere the church 
seemed weakened. In the rapid increase of voluntary soci- 
eties, he gloomily noted the dwindling role of the church, 
of the ministry, and of Christian affections. He resented the 
reversal of the moral order of New England Calvinism. Join- 
ing anti-tobacco, anti-alcohol, and anti-slavery societies, lay- 
men, filled with “conceit of their own superior wisdom,” 
accused the clergy of moral laxity.2! Meanwhile, in Catholi- 
cism, Bushnell saw not only Protestantism but America itself 
imperiled. 

He turned increasingly upon this enemy and entered a 
battle that joined the political and social fears of the nation 
with the aims of the Protestant ministry. In 1843 he, with 
Beecher, Hawes, and other ministers of Connecticut, formed 
the Protestant League to overthrow the papacy. As Bushnell 
pointed out to Leonard Bacon, the vast scope of the project 
would obliterate religious differences. Should the Catholics 
launch a counteroffensive, “even the wicked” in America 
would spring to defend Protestantism, led by a clergy they 
otherwise ignored.?? 
~ Bushnell sponsored the Alliance with great expectations, 
He fought for a union without creeds, bound together by 
a common plan of action. Without a practical purpose, as 
New England’s religious history demonstrated, all Christian 
undertakings collapsed. The Alliance portended a new era in 
which there would be no schisms and no enforced belief, 
but the comprehensiveness of a universal church. For at last 
religion had an ally in the age.) Jubilantly, Bushnell an- 
nounced that at this point religion could turn the “very laws 
of human society” to its account. Religion could maintain 
itself not by judgment upon history but only in accommo- 
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dation to historical forces. ““Who,” Bushnell jubilantly asked, 
“will dread a failure, when the laws of society are with 
Hines 

| Beyond the aim of religious liberty and Protestant unity, 
the Alliance had little coherence, but it gave Bushnell a focus 
for his energy and hopes. He addressed large audiences on 
the subject in New York and Boston, and in Europe he 
wrote an open letter to the Pope, demanding religious lib- 
erty for Catholics. In England his connection with the Alli- 
ance saved him ffom total isolation. 

The Alliance sent Bushnell to London as its representative 
at an international meeting in 1847. But, displeased that the 
international group excluded slaveholders and included Epis- 
copalians, and indignant that it set creedal requirements for 
members, Bushnell lost interest in the project and turned to 
the simpler task of saving America from Catholicism) In 
1847 he urged the Home Missionary Society that the West 
had to be redeemed “from above” (i.e., by the East), to be 
saved from slavery, Catholicism, and barbarism. The address 
won him a national reputation and the applause of the con- 
servative Biblical Repository. He seemed to be following the 
path Lyman Beecher had so successfully opened in his Plea 
for the West.*4 

Even in the midst of his Alliance activities, however, 
Bushnell was obsessed with alien problems. His only son had 
died in 1842. In his need, Bushnell turned to pietistic writ- 
ings. If he soon shook off his quietism for “a broader, more 
positive state,” a new vision of Christian life remained to 
disturb and tempt him. In his church he pictured the sancti- 
fication of “pure love” that was achieved by submission to 
pain. Such a love conquered by the mortification of the will, 
not by a strategic alliance with the world, but as Bushnell 
disciplined himself in suffering, it seemed to contain the 
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essence of the Gospel. On a morning in 1848 he had a vision 
of Christianity.” 

To seek Christ with personal intensity, to look for truth 
in Catholic pietists, to have had a vision, were poor qualifica- 
tions for the systematized business of Protestant benevolence 
and aggression. That fatal instability which led Bushnell to 
religious ecstasy sealed his destiny. He could not, like 
Beecher, fling himself into moral evangelism. He was unable 
to win pre-eminence, as Bacon was doing, by domination of 
associations. In his short, fragmentary autobiography Bush- 
nell took time to mention that he was never chosen to be 
president or vice-president of any society and was almost 
never asked to be on a committee. “I was looked upon as a 
singularity—not exactly sane, perhaps in many things... . 
Take the report of my doings on the platform of the world’s 
business, and it is naught. I have filled no place at all.”?6 
_ Yet he was gaining a reputation as a public speaker. The 
Unitarian Christian Examiner and the orthodox Biblical Re- 
pository praised his sure eloquence, while the Princeton 
Review dolefully noted that his heresies received attention 
because of his prodigious eloquence, which made him a pop- 
ular speaker for an “occasion” and tempted him to a feckless 
originality. By 1851, the year when a history of Litchfield 
County was published, Bushnell’s fame was established as 
having “delivered more orations and discourses on anniver- 
sary occasions, than any other New England clergyman.”?* 

His genius as well as his circumstances forced him back 
upon eloquence, upon language, even upon theology. He 
came to think of his lifework in terms of the message he had 
been called to deliver. Driven by some need for Christian 
identification, he seemed to seek persecution. Pondering 
heresy, he quickened his courage by the thought of Luther. 
As the shadow of consumption lengthened over him, he used 
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the prospect of death to force himself to speak quickly the 
truth he had glimpsed.*® | 

When Bushnell turned to religious questions, he was 
.troubled by the problem of communication. From the first, 
he longed to address a wider audience than Congregationalist 
Hartford or Connecticut. The truth seemed to him manifold; 
theological accusations were provincial and in poor taste, as 
the Unitarians had pointed out; worse, they shut the broad 
truth within a narrow sphere. 

In the 1840’s Bushnell was tapping at the door of enlight- 
ened Boston. He hobnobbed briefly with Parker and Ripley 
and formed a lasting friendship with Unitarian Cyrus Bartol. 
In 1847 he assured Barto] that the split between orthodoxy 
and Unitarians was not a serious one and that he could state — 
his own orthodoxy in terms that Unitarians would approve. 
With the invitation to address the Harvard Divinity School, 
he had his chance to try. It was a pregnant opportunity. 
Bushnell knew the Unitarians were watching him; according 
to the orthodox Enoch Pond, it was common knowledge 
that he was a “prominent candidate” for the Hollis Chair 
at Harvard.”® 

Bushnell could not afford to let his distinguished audience 
depart without the ecstasy won by eloquence. But commu- 
nication across the distance between Hartford Congrega- 
tionalism and Boston Unitarianism would test the resources of 
the most skilful speaker. If such communication required a 
catholic tone, only an inspired originality could distinguish 
the occasion. 

At least Bushnell was used to worrying about eloquence; 
for years he had pursued the secret of successful language. 
In Europe and England he had scrutinized the techniques of 
preachers; if in France he discovered a preacher more “ele- 
gant” than himself, he took comfort in his rival’s relative 
inertia, Inspecting another French minister, he decided that 
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“short rapid gestures from the elbow cannot be connected 
with great depth of sentiment.” His final criticism of Swe- 
denborgianism was that it could not be preached effectively, 
for it would not inflame the heart.®° 

Political prophecy and moral activism had not met Bush- 
nell’s needs; oratory furnished a more propitious trial. Most 
of his published works before 1860 had first been spoken. 
In a time when one of the nation’s most successful authors 
defined a writer as an “orateur manqué” literary patterns 
were likely to be designed to meet the requirements of ora- 
tory. The spoken discourse had become the accepted form 
of non-fictional popular literature, and the eloquence, which 
articles assiduously analyzed, informed the prose of Emer- 
son, Thoreau, Parker, and Bushnell. Seeking consent from 
audiences adequately equipped for judgment, the speaker, 
as later the writer, was proved by his success. 

Probation by oratory seemed the corollary of democracy. 
Isolated in his study, the minister knew nothing of the 
people. Face to face with the audience he must win, the 
speaker alone took the pulse of the nation and mastered the 
strategy of persuasion. American theologians largely agreed 
that the theology “best fitted to be preached” was “on that 
account most entitled to be believed.” “Hence,” enthused 
the Bibliotheca Sacra, “our bodies of divinity are living ... ; 
the soul of them is still eloquent.” °? 

Thus the question circled back to eloquence. Its power 
alone could reaffirm the flagging ascendancy of the word of 
God. Ministers avidly searched out the mysteries of “pulpit 
eloquence” in quest of the touch that could beatify. They 
conned the models of success and exhaustively analyzed ne 
predilections of the sovereign public. “So fleeting as it is,’ 
mused Emerson, “yet what is so excellent of present Power 
as the riding this wild horse of the People!” 

Bushnell decided his role and techniques in the shared 
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context of his colleagues’ anxiety and ambitions. He was 
bound by the discipline of contemporary eloquence. During 
the 1840’s the logic and form of his works derived from the 
grammar of successful oratory. Gradually he shaped an im- 
age of himself from the new mirror for the ministry which 
desperate yet sanguine men constructed from the necessities 
of the time. 

In the model of the minister little trace remained of the 
Calvinist teacher instructing a hungry flock in the Gospel. 
The minister sounded more like the popular orator. William 
Russell’s “ideal preacher” was a familiar figure. “Persuasion 
dwells on the very accents of his voice; he seems to mould 
the mind at will.” Level with his audience, surrounded by a 
host of faces, the minister could make the crowd the instru- 
ment of his feeling. Such was the power of true eloquence 
that the congregation could be “fused,” “electrified,” 
“melted” into union.?4 

But for success, the minister had to avoid protracted logic. 
Few people cared to follow intricate arguments, Republi- 
cans, Henry Ripley announced, were not thinkers, readers, 
or scholars, and the minister should adjust himself to their 
limitations. Similarly, the New Englander warned that de- 
mocracy, disliking “labored” reasoning, could not “wait 
long” for the truth. Eloquence submerged art and order in a 
“whirlpool of excited feeling,” where the mind rushed head- 
on to truths and passionate feelings. Finding himself too 
illogical for the law, the imaginative young Emerson hoped 
to thrive in divinity, while Bushnell waited anxiously for 
inspiration which “set everything gliding and flowing, 
whether to order or not.”5 

As deadly as the dragging pace of logic was its interfer- 
ence with sudden revelations. Logic was equated with tradi- 
tion, and religious periodicals conceded that the public was 
tired of conventional theology. The “people” were waiting 


86 


EXPEDIENT OF ELOQUENCE 


for unwonted ideas. Advised by such reputable periodicals 
as the New Englander to avoid the “stereotyped forms of 
sound words” and to offer instead an “unusual exhibition,” 
the minister had to exploit idiosyncratic inspirations. Only 
in spontaneous discourses, which to the “mere theologian” 
might seem a “wilderness of confusion,” could the audience 
be pierced by inspiration, and the Biblical Repository guar- 
anteed that the congregation of an “awakened spirit” would 
stay awake for fear of missing his “fireworks.”%¢ 

By 1857 it was clear that in Henry Ward Beecher the 
categories of eloquence had found fulfilment. His thoughts 
moved “in shocks rather than sentences.’’ Whether listeners 
understood or not, they responded. With his materials 
“loosely tacked together,” Beecher caught their attention 
and inspired their devotion. Struck by his matchless success, 
Bushnell told Andover students that the ideal of the preacher 
had henceforward to be revised.*7 

Eloquence required a spontaneous disorder broken by 
sudden revelations, and Bushnell, who in his early years had 
done much patient “digging” to find anything “fresh” in the 
theme of Christ, searched for his own unique message with 
relentless desperation. Describing the operation of grace, he 
could find no word but inspiration. Faith was a “supernatu- 
ral beholding,” giving men knowledge beyond logical dem- 
onstration. Preaching seemed to him the “bursting out of 
light,” and reviewers praised him for the startling insights 
that his logic did not always sustain. As the model of 
preacher-orator incited his ambition, a certain looseness en- 
tered the processes of his thought. Yet if he disdained and 
avoided any close, foolish consistency, he exacted an unfail- 
ing originality of himself. Of the two, the latter obligation 
may well have been the more’ burdensome.*® 

The revolt against the priestly office, the contempt for 
logical structure and traditional ideas, put new pressures on 
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the minister. Once tradition and faith had carried the weight 
of argument; now it rested heavily upon the individual. The 
minister spoke increasingly as a person without investiture, 
requesting the attention of other people. Audiences waited, 
hoping to be moved, desiring the shock of witnessed faith. 
Their hunger pushed the preacher to personal exploitation. 
Henry Ward Beecher explained that people flocked to his 
church for the same reason that they went to Barnum’s 
museum; other preachers, schooled to a more exigent sense 
of their calling, carried an oppressive burden. “The teacher 
should be as near like a seraph as possible. He should mount 
| the chariot of Amnadab—the fiery chariot of Elijah,” Kirk 
enjoined. Bushnell accepted the exorbitant injunction. The 
minister had to reincarnate the Gospel, for mere theories 
were impotent. Other men could receive God only if He 
were expressed “in the face and words and thoughts and acts 
of a man.”9 If the aim was presumptuous, it must also have 
been unnerving. 

Yet even if the minister was aseraph, he was not to act 
as a judge—eloquence had to observe the proprieties. Not 
even the most inspired disorder could insure the successful 
pronouncement of evangelical faith; during the nineteenth 
century, articles increasingly resorted to such adjectives as 
“rude,” ‘“‘coarse,” and “barbarous” to describe the basic 
tenets of Calvinism. By the 1840's, it seemed clear that New 
England Congregationalism had been guilty of indiscretions; 
its theology seemed “unrefined,” its worship “rude and un- 
graceful.” Unfortunately, New England divines had too 
often disdained the “ornaments of refined sensibility” and 
“the graces of life,” confessed the Biblical Repository.*° 

At a time when the middle classes were nervously pursu- 
ing gentility, Calvinism was being identified with poor taste. 
The earlier expansion of Unitarianism in Massachusetts en- 
forced an ominous lesson, and Unitarians complacently 
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harped upon the inevitable “aversion of men of taste to 
evangelical religion.” In nineteenth-century Connecticut, 
Episcopalianism was luring away the “better classes of so- 
ciety.” In 1844, Andover’s Edwards Park reported that mod- 
ern politeness found Congregationalism “clumsy” and that 
young men “of taste” were seeking other churches.* 

The signal mark of departing parishioners seemed to be 
the “refined and poetic feeling” which the Christian Specta- 
tor saw as the key to upper-class society. Surveying the 
public, the New Englander discerned a vast assembly en- 
gaged in “elegant” reading; such readers were at once so 
“influential” and so touchy that the Unitarian Christian 
Examiner excused unusual ministerial gentleness before them. 
Reluctant to part with such promising parishioners, Con- 
gregationalists accepted the need for doctrinal accommoda- 
tions. “We cannot allow to Unitarians,” the New Englander 
protested, “the monopoly of all the outward graces of re- 
ligion,” or concede that Unitarianism alone could “refine 
and elevate.’’4 

Before the Calvinist God all men were equally sinners, 
whose major need was to know their guilt and impotence, 
and whose sole hope was a free, unmerited gift of grace. But 
the nineteenth-century man of taste did not fit into the 
democracy of universal depravity, being, in the view of the 
Christian Spectator, more accessible to the Gospel than the 
common herd. For the conversion of so sensitive a being, 
the Bibliotheca Sacra advised against denunciation and rec- 
ommended a “gentlemanly address” to his conscience and 
feelings. Sharp recriminations were unnecessary, and the 
Biblical Repository, conceding that Christ had treated the 
Pharisees harshly, concluded that America had no such 
reprobates and cautioned the minister to please the “tasteful 
and erudite.” Taste was becoming the arbiter of theology; 
in 1850 Edwards Park warned that the minister who failed 
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to inspire “‘choice men and women” and whose doctrines 
grated against “refined sentiments” had clearly erred in 
theology.** 

Religious articles and gift books insisted that religion did 
not violate but fulfilled the imperatives of sensibility. The 
Christian Keepsake was founded to demonstrate that “some 
of the Muse’s most fragrant flowers bloom on Zion’s hill,” 
while the Biblical Repository urged that the “winged words” 
of poetry could best overleap the dilemmas of theology. 
Though the point was not easily won, religious writers ham- 
mered diligently on the theme of the alliance of poetry and 
religion.** 

Bushnell, too, celebrated the marriage of religion and taste 
and rejoiced that the urban East, casting off the “rudeness” 
of early Calvinism, was modifying religion by the “softer 
shades of feeling.” ‘Taste, he announced, made men like God. 
For while the metaphysician dragged himself along by a 
“cold, defining process,” the poet discerned “images of 
truth.” Though logic was futile, by grace of taste, men 
might find God.* 

Thus, religious truth no longer needed to wait upon the 
thumping verdicts of common sense but might politely call 
upon the delicate responsiveness of “congenial feeling.” The 
romantic guide to eloquence promised escape from the ennui 
of logic, the crudeness of accusation, the isolation of with- 
held assent. The work of poet and orator fused. Both sought 
to communicate emotion; both avoided abstractions and 
logic; both “painted to the bodily eye.” The orator, Bushnell 
concluded, was “a free lyric in his own living person.”4¢ 

But the refinements of eloquence were costly, and the 
methods and doctrines of the people’s inherited faith were 
the price. To Edwards Park at Andover, the tensions between 
eloquence and tradition split theology itself in half. To an 
enthusiastic Boston audience Park described the disparate 
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qualities of “The Theology of the Intellect and of the Feel- 
ings.” The theology of the intellect excelled in “‘controver- 
sial treatises and bodies of divinity” but bored most people. 
Eloquence dwelt with the “theology of the heart,” which 
gratified the sensibility. “An outpouring of sentiments too 
deep, or too mellow, or too impetuous to be suited with the 
stiff language of the intellect,” the theology of the feelings 
achieved the spontaneity of nature. Truths too “spiritual 
and refined” for the intellect were the stuff of eloquence. 
The inventive poetic faculty, bringing forth “symbol after 
symbol,” could alone inspire and move the heart.** 

The canons for eloquence undermined traditional religion. 
Invited to lecture at the Harvard Divinity School, at An- 
dover, and at Yale in 1848, Bushnell was brought sharply up 
against the problem of effective religious address. Seeking 
to reach “that class of men” who entered theology from its 
“esthetic side,” he inevitably aspired to eloquence. God in 
Christ attempted to show “that the advancement and real 


amount of true theology” depended * ‘not on logical deduc- . 


tions... but... on the more cultivated and nicer apprehen- 
sion of Babel gee 

But Bushnell could not stop short with the eloquence of 
the feelings, with the admired non sequiturs of a Henry 
Ward Beecher, or with the nebulous effusions of the gift 
books. He did not slur over the revision implicit in the defi- 
nitions of eloquence but met the contemporary sensibility 
with a proposal to unite the theology of intellect and feeling 
through a new understanding of language. 

The lectures which later became God in Christ assigned 


theology a new role: prope erly ly interpreted, theology was . 


poetry, s suited to the finest minds; no longer-the-domain: of 
unremitting logic, it” became the _very instrument of elo- 
quence. To the Tectures thus interpreting Christian dogma, 
Bushnell prefaced a treatise on language. Contemporaries 
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had provided a compendious manual on oratorical know- 
how; Bushnell investigated the relation of religious truth to 
the premises and nature of effective language. The love for 
coherence was inherent in the New England tradition, 
Bushnell’s need to analyze and comprehend proved stronger 
than his rejection of New England’s provincial rationalism. 

Yet the pursuit of eloquence was so pervasive that its 
problems preoccupied his mind. Even for Bushnell, who 
faced the issues more squarely than mose’ ‘of his contempo- 
raries, the obsession with effective oratory obscured the de- 
gree of New England’s religious crisis. As early as 1839 he 
identified the -achievement-of eloquence with knowledge of 
the truth. Was it merely a matter of discovering the tech- 
niques of eloquence, or was it a problem of religious know]- 
edge that could shatter certainty at its base? “The question 
was to hover behind God in Christ without finding final 
resolution. 

Insistently, relentlessly, the contemporary sensibility made 
its demands. Audiences who crowded lyceums and sighed 
over gift books displayed their boredom, their complacency, 
their refinement, in the church, yet waited, there as else- 
where, for beatitude. To the orator, Bushnell decided, be- 
longed “a power sublime above all others possible to man.”4*° 
Yet, unlike Henry Ward Beecher, Bushnell could not mere- 
ly ride the top waves of the public’s confusion. Some obsti- 
nate curiosity, born with his peculiar, visionary faith and 
nursed even in the rebellious years under Nathaniel Taylor, 
forced him to seek understanding of the ethos he accepted. 
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From his first costly discovery of the gap between cultivated 
and rural speech, the problem of language dogged Bushnell. 
Dependent upon eloquence for success, he faced a public 
that found theology tedious and considered Calvinistic ter- 
minology, like rustic dialect, to be boorish. Within his pro- 
fession and his faith, Bushnell had to discover a message 
adapted to his concern for belief and the public’s demand 
for eloquence. 

A sudden multiplication of opportunities in the 1840's 
focused his necessity and ambition. He found himself no 
longer addressing the limited Hartford audience. He had 
friends in Boston, the center of cultivated eloquence and of 
Unitarian liberalism. In the 1848 invitation to address the 
Harvard Divinity School, he witnessed a “providential” in- 
tervention aimed at union between enlightened Congrega- 
tionalism and Unitarianism. He sensed that a crisis in his 
career was at hand, and he awaited its outcome exuberantly. 
He welcomed the chance to preach in Boston for Cyrus 
Bartol; explaining to his friend that he might well be dis- 
placed for his forthcoming heresies, he mentioned his inter- 
est in “a place somewhere” and suggested that Dr. Lowell 
might accept a colleague.’ In addition, there beckoned the 
honor of the Hollis Chair. Yet, in seizing the occasion, Bush- 
nell had to call upon the reviled theology of Trinitarian 
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Calvinism. He was anxious to please Unitarian Boston, but 
she was crusading in behalf of his non-Unitarian faith. 

_ To meet the exigency of these promising years, Bushnell 
turned to ideas he had been privately considering for almost 
a decade. As early as 1839 he had decided that he was ready 
to publish a “heresy” on the Trinity which would “make a 
little breeze.” “To withhold longer,” he feared, would be- 
tray a “want of that moral courage which animated Luther 
and every other man who has been a soldier of Christ.”? He 
had already come to conceive of himself as a rebel graced by 
private illuminations. Still, it was nine years before Bushnell, 
encouraged by Unitarian advances, publicly expounded his 
insights. In 1848 he announced his theories before the Har- 
vard Divinity School, at Andover, and at Yale. 

A year later Bushnell published the addresses in God in 
Christ, adding a prefatory treatise on language. The Preface 
dealt with familiar concerns: the relations between words 
and reality. It proposed that only a revised conception of the 
common medium of the orator and the theologian could 
finally join eloquence, truth, and theology. 

Behind the Preface stood the changing society, the skep- 
ticism, and new faiths of the time, which had turned lan- 
guage, once unquestioned, into something problematic. An 
increasing divergence between tradition and credence made 
the religious vocabulary of the past sound archaic and un- 
convincing. ‘The search for semantic understanding, the fear 
of the “artifice” of abstraction, were not peculiar to Bush- 
nell; from Moses Stuart to Emerson, religious men dreaded 
the unreality of words and searched for a new language that 
would prove both true and powerful. On every side the 
problem loomed: in the common-sense philosophy, in Uni- 
tarian rationalism, in the beginnings of science and textual 
criticism. In what sense, if any, could theology pretend to 
be knowledge? 
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The difficulty was deep-rooted. Frequently, Hints to Sun- 

day School Teachers lamented, “very good people” be- 
trayed an aversion to a “religious, Christian dialect.”* In spite 
of the electricity of sympathy, the jolts of unstraitened in- 
spiration, the seraphic glance of the orator, eloquence at 
some point had to resort to words. Here trouble began. The 
people craved to listen; yet never had language seemed less 
substantial to those who preached the Word of God. 
_ The Word itself, newly subjected to textual study, had 
revealed dismaying ambiguities. After 1810, Moses Stuart 
initiated Andover students into the mysteries of Hebrew 
points and exhorted them to single-minded pursuit of the 
literal meaning of the text. Yet, read without the distortions 
of theology or “metaphysical subtleties,” the Bible proved a 
shaking document. Established interpretations of crucial pas- 
sages were uprooted; creeds became uncertain, the structure 
of Divinity was imperiled at its base. Even the creed of 
Trinitarianism emerged as “artifact,” which no church 
should force upon believers. From the authority of his as- 
siduous research, Stuart announced the frailty of language. 
“Things, not mere words, belong to the essence of the 
Christian creed.”4 

Stuart’s esoteric knowledge was carried into the back 
country by the Bibliotheca Sacra and the Biblical Repository 
and by bumptious Andover SUMS who appalled exam- 
ining councils” by their disdain for “secondary” meanings 
and by their easy dismissal of proof-texts, through which 
the faith had been defended for generations.’ The Bible it- 
self thus undermined New England’s religious tradition. 

The Unitarians were also taking refuge from distasteful 
doctrines in the Bible, but, unlike Stuart, they were not con- 
tent with baflled awe before its “facts.” Reading the text 
with discrimination, they found it a compilation of chaos— 
the barbarities of an ancient time mixed with a lofty ethic, 
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lasting truths joined to excessive exuberance. Composed in 
remote and ignorant times, the Bible required stringent in- 
terpretation of the letter by the spirit. The understanding 
was final judge, for God would not confound the reason 
which was His primary gift to man. “If religion be the ship- 
wreck of the understanding,” Channing announced, “we can 
not keep too far from it.”® 

The attack against the Trinity began there. The concept 
of three gods made inordinate demands upon the reason and 
distracted the mind by its unseemly display of “a bleeding, 
suffering God.” Calvinism had yoked man under a “legisla- 
tion unspeakably dreadful, under laws written, like Draco’s, 
in blood”; Unitarianism proposed for his considered obedi- 
ence the serenity of “a rational and amiable system.” Christ 
was the easiest of all historical characters to understand, and 
his service consisted in the simple lessons ‘of his example and 
teaching. Channing warned the preacher againt lavishing 
superstitious adoration upon his person. Properly, the min- 
ister taught Christ’s beliefs.” 

Lucid and undismayed, human intelligence stood at the 
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center of Unitarian Christianity. “Strange would it be,” 
Orville Dewey wrote, “if, in a religion so simple and rea- 
sonable as ours, that on which everything in our moral wel- 
fare hangs, should be a mystery.” The Bible itself had to be 
pruned by the enlightened mind. Guilty of enthusiasm, ec- 
stasy, and poetry, the Bible required skilled excisions. Accord- 
ing to Andrews Norton, only the theologian was equipped 
to disentangle the “literal meanings” of the text from the 
metaphors and images which obscured significance. The 
scholar alone, with more discretion than the Bible, could 
reason with words as if they were “algebraic symbols” and 
at the end of his algebra could point to a proposition that 
common sense could assess.§ For, if poetry and language 
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seemed ambiguous to Unitarians, they knew that good sense 
could speedily discern the truth. 

Meanwhile the new science of geology was similarly chal- 
lenging Biblical prose. Under any of the going geological 
theories, Genesis stood in need of reinterpretation. Much in 
Unitarian style, orthodox scientist Benjamin Silliman dis- 
posed of the Bible’s factual inaccuracies by praising it as a 
code of moral instruction adapted to primitive ignorance. In 
lyceums, Amherst lectures, and articles, Silliman’s pupil 
Hitchcock stressed that the “gross descriptions” of the Bible 
were useful for the masses, while the elite could seek its true 
propositions beneath its obfuscating imagery.® 

By the 1840's the terminology of theology and revelation 
itself had been set in question by the requirements of reason. 
Acceptable keys to meaning lay in scientific discoveries and 
in the moral intuitions of common sense; for the rest, as 
Stuart seemed to imply, there was no meaning beyond Bib- 
lical fact. Behind immediate perplexities and maneuvers 
stood the larger question of the relation of language to the 
truth. But if the difficulty required a semantic, and if reli- 
gious periodicals vaguely responded by articles on philology, 
hermeneutics, and remote languages, public interest did not 
follow the problem to that extremity. 

Connecticut Congregationalists avoided the intricacies of 
Hebrew points and metaphors largely by ignoring the issue. 
At Yale, Nathaniel Taylor stoutly announced that words 
were the “signs of things.” For meaning, words depended 
upon the incommunicable simple ideas, which, as Locke had 
taught, were the materials of all knowledge. Since all com- 
plex ideas could be broken down into their constituent sim- 
ple ideas, meaning could be precise. Metaphysical puzzles 
resulted from the failure to pin down definitions to internal 
or external perceptions.'° 

Yet first Locke and later his Scottish and American fol- 
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lowers noted the difficulty of communicating internal per- 
ceptions, since such words could not indicate any common 
or “external” data. The language devised for this extremity 
revealed man’s drastic dependence upon sensations, for he 
described the operations of his soul by metaphors derived 
from perceptions. According to Stewart and Campbell, an 
investigation of any language would prove that “all words” 
denoting “spiritual and intellectual things” were taken from 
objects of sense." 

Convinced that perceptions furnished the wherewithal of 
knowledge, the Scottish philosophers saw no crucial role 
for language. The images used for describing subjective ex- 
periences were misleading, and Blair hoped that eventually 
metaphors and imagination would disappear, as intellectual 
progress made language more precise. Analogical reasoning 
was totally fallacious. Ideally, philosophical language was 
abstract and free from the distracting suggestiveness of 
tropes. It was so clear that an algebra of reasoning could be 
conducted without reference to the perceived world, until 
the simple, sensed datum was pointed to in proof of the 
validity of the argument.!” 

Yet knowing man to be a creature of the senses, Scottish 
philosophers made no promise that abstractions would fasci- 
nate an audience. From the security of an endowed chair at 
Harvard, Andrews Norton might seek an austere algebraic 
truth, but ministers longing for an audience could not so 
easily dismiss the human weaknesses that complacently 
judged them. Before ambitious sacred orators, the Scottish 
philosophers set the bleak alternatives of a tedious soundness 
or a specious appeal. 

Only figurative language, it seemed, could call into play 
the “early associations” which were so powerful a weapon 
of the poet or orator. Common-sense philosophers urged 
speakers to evoke the reality of things, since, as Timothy 
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Dwight announced, all men knew that “the objects of our 
senses” impressed the mind far more than “those of the un- 
derstanding.” Constructed from perceptions, abstractions 
lacked force; to Lord Kames they seemed too “faint and 
obscure” to move the heart.!* Because only the vividness of 
things could arrest the audience, metaphors, images, and 
“word pictures” were the tools of eloquence. 

Though the Scottish philosophers had only casually ex- 
plored the techniques of oratory, Americans seized upon 
their directives and dinned the lesson of concreteness into 
prospective orators. “Is there aught in eloquence which 
warms the heart?” inquired Samson Reed. “She draws her 
fire from natural imagery.” The Christian Spectator warned 
the clergy that abstractions did not consort with eloquence. 
“Mere words” might enlighten the mind, but only images 
could enflame the heart. “The great law of popular and ef- 
fective speaking,” Bushnell told Andover students, is “‘con- 
cinnity,” “agreeing figures and associations.” But to Bush- 
nell, as early as 1839, the device of effective speaking had 
become the law of popular truth. 

If the longing for eloquence turned Americans from alge- 
bra to tropes, they could argue nevertheless that empiricism 
itself undermined abstractions. If the final elements of 
knowledge were simple perceptions, which were linked to- 
gether by habitual association, empiricism offered no basis 
for faith but custom. Salvation, truth, God, redemption, were 
artifacts constructed of, and reducible to, multiple sensa- 
tions. Bushnell read the results of a rigorous sensationalism 
in A. B. Johnson’s book on words and things, which stressed 
that the sole function of words was to “refer us to phenom- 
ena.” Each word meant only the distinct “sights, tastes, 
sounds, and smells” which it lumped together in factitious 
unity; experience guaranteed no sequence or relation but the 
chaos of discrete sensations; and language that could not 
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point to sense data was gibberish. Under such strict empiri- 
cism, intellectual meanings threatened to evaporate.®> Sym- 
bols were signs of things and were justified by the sensible 
reality they indicated. 

Though the circle was constricting, philosophy seemed to 
offer no broader arena. Dedicated to the destruction of the 
“artifices” of society and history, Americans could not con- 
tent themselves with the artifice of abstractions; eventually 
a peculiarly national escape was won. The society that had 
obliterated the artificial aristocracies of the Old World 
turned to the nature of man, which the democracy trusted, 
and to the vast American nature, which senators and artists 
were celebrating, for release from philosophical stultifica- 
tion. Emerson noted that the mind spontaneously turned 
from the “rotten diction” of abstraction to the reality of 
things. ““The moment our discourse . . . is inflamed with pas- 
sion or exalted by thought, it clothes itself with images.” At 
Andover, Ebenezer Porter rejoiced that man instinctively 
thought by images, thus escaping the insubstantiality of 
“mere words,” while at Yale, Bushnell had heard Josiah 
Gibbs announce that all language was rooted in physical 
meanings by a “perceived analogy.”1® 

The democracy was ready to trust the instinctive opera- 
tions of the human mind. Americans did not attend to Scot- 
tish warnings against delusive analogies; instead, they took 
hope for religion and oratory in the pervasive imagery of 
nature. Nature offered man the concrete tongue of meta- 
phor by divine decree. Even as a student Bushnell had seen 
proof of God in the natural symbols which man spontane- 
ously turned into metaphors. In 1835, the Biblical Reposi- 
tory urged ministers to study nature, since the world was so 
filled with spiritual meanings that every particle of it fur- 
nished a “true and appropriate symbol,” and Bushnell in 
1839 pointed out to the Andover Rhetorical Society that 
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eloquence could not fail the sacred orator, as God had pro- 
vided natural forms to embody every truth." 

Empiricism and eloquence alike had turned Americans to 
metaphor; Bushnell found a new key to religion in the per- 
vasive insistence on imagery. Because the “Logos in the out- 
ward world” corresponded with spiritual perceptions, men 
could apprehend and communicate religious truths. The 
world was a hieroglyph offered by God for the spirit’s de- 
ciphering. Here the Deity, lost in a harsh theology, might 
be rediscovered in persuasive and amiable reality, and the 
preacher could hope to move the fastidious heart in the very 
act of speaking divine truth. God in Christ expanded the 
thesis. Every word had a physical base. Like Johnson, Bush- 
nell insisted that the reality of language was “not in the 
vocal names” but in the “images they represent.” But he 
criticized Johnson’s failure to grasp the spiritual meanings 
that pervaded the physical. In nature, man faced God Him- 
self. Men derived words from things not in desperation or 
ignorance but graced by divine illumination.'® 

True, Bushnell’s faith in this divine language wavered. 
God communicated through metaphors, but Bushnell turned 
to science for promise of a language in which truth, “lying 
no longer in the mere superfices” would become “consist- 
ent, permanent knowledge.” Like the Scottish realists and 
like other Americans, he anticipated the transformation of 
the vague realm of fancy into “distinct and certain” knowl- 
edge by the increase of empirical data, and even suggested 
that until scientific investigation was complete, spiritual 
truths could not be fully known.!® Bushnell neither recog- 
nized nor resolved these contradictory assumptions: at times 
he declared that religrous knowledge was given by God to 
the imagination in metaphors; at other times that truth was 
located in perceptions made exact by scientific inquiry. 
Though he aimed to justify transcendent faith, he shared his 
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time’s uncertainties. Suspicions of the spirit and imagination 
craved the certitude of factual things. 

Though the accepted common-sense realism gave Amer- 
icans no epistemological warrant for their search for spiritual 
truths, winds of foreign doctrines touched American shores 
and lessened the logical strain. Coleridge’s Aids had recom- 
mended that the young minister study the metaphoric sig- 
nificance of words and had often traced words to their 
root-meanings. 

Yet for Coleridge words could not become the keys to 
final significance. To name a thing was to assign it a place in 
the realm of the Understanding. Reason alone confronted 
ineffable spiritual truths, and Coleridge turned to this higher 
faculty with a serenity his American followers envied but 
could not share. For Coleridge was not perplexed, as they 
perforce were, by the requirements of eloquence, and he did 
not turn to the reality of things with the needy insistence of 
men who were philosophical empiricists and professional 
orators. 

German idealism, too, offered an escape from association- 
alism, but most New Englanders had only spotty contact 
with contemporary German thought. Bushnell, who knew 
no foreign tongue, was acquainted with German theology 
only in translation. He had read Moses Stuart’s translation 
of Schleiermacher’s analysis of Sabellianism,; he knew the 
work of the idealist Neander, a Jew converted to Christian- 
ity by Schleiermacher, and the Psychology of Frederick 
Rauch, who taught that space and time were categories of 
thought, which could not be derived from experience. In 
England Bushnell had chatted with John Morell, who 
wished to center the religious life in intuitions that tran- 
scended language and form. 

In the foreign writers who influenced Bushnell, certain 
motifs were constant. Because of the idealistic metaphysics 
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behind German speculation, the central issue concerned the 
relation between finite and infinite spirit. The religious crisis 
was enacted within the individual consciousness, not in ten- 
sions between the individual and outer reality. German 
idealists did not need to agitate the superior reality of things, 
for faith was fulfilled in the union between the individual 
and universal spirit. Christ, the church, language, and the 
Bible mediated the transition from self-will to experience of 
the Absolute. The religious conflict began and ended- in the 
spirit, and different theologies were only the machinery that 
externalized the drama. Though forms were necessarily in- 
accurate, the impoverishment of language could not blur the 
reception of the truth, which was felt and inarticulate. “Ge- 
fiihl ist alles: Name ist Schall und Rauch,” Goethe had writ- 
ten, testifying for the epoch.?° The German romantic con- 
viction that spirit informed the universe was welcome to 
Americans, though it was a difficult concept to fit within 
indigenous traditions. 

Lacking the metaphysical discipline behind idealism, many 
Americans in fact dismissed the Germans as foggy dreamers. 
Few ministers would have been so old-fashioned or impru- 
dent as to delve into German metaphysics, having so re- 
cently escaped New England’s. Their problems did not 
strike them as metaphysical. Orthodox translations of Ger- 
man writers concentrated upon church history or samples 
of the enviable eloquence that had given rebirth to German 
piety. 

The tireless pursuit of things, of perceptive reality, of ef- 
fective oratory, could not be slackened. Europeans did not 
resolve the dilemmas of the sacred orator, they scarcely 
framed the question. Schleiermacher was convinced that his 
preaching was more powerful when he spoke from a philos- 
ophy his hearers did not understand,”* but such dualism was 
inaccessible to Americans who could not conceive a truth 
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thus alien to common sense and who, if they tried to address 
an elite, soon lacked an audience. The demands of eloquence 
plagued Congregational ministers and Boston transcenden- 
talists alike. 

Were words things and things spirit in such correspond- 
ence that the spiritual world achieved form, or did every 
word distort the vast fluidity of the Infinite? These were the 
poles of an antithesis that troubled Emerson, the young 
Thoreau, and Whitman as well as Bushnell. Emerson might 
assert that the mind necessarily took the “forms for thought” 
from nature; elsewhere he berated language as mere “Schall 
und Rauch.” Words could not ‘cover the dimensions of 
what is in truth. They break, chop, and impoverish it.” 
They were an “operose, circuitous way of putting us in 
mind of the thing.”?? 

Bushnell, too, often described spiritual knowledge as so 
distinct from form that language could only distort it. The 
word at best pointed to the ineffable vision of the seer. 
Terms were “only analogies, symbols, shadows . . . of the 
formless mysteries above us and within us.” The conscious- 
ness intuited truths, which the logical faculty bunglingly 
cramped into doctrines and images. Only an abundance of 
conflicting creeds could salvage the truth, for by embracing 
them all the mind avoided a falsifying precision and con- 
fronted the “interior formless nature of the truth.”2? If the 
truth resided in a realm where language could not penetrate, 
communication was a treacherous task. Still, the necessities 
of communication remained. An audience might easily con- 
fuse intuitions with “mere abstractions” and depart with 
sensibilities unmoved. Bushnell’s addresses set out to solve 
the dilemma of eloquence, truth, and faith, to offer his hear- 
ers what Channing had required: a poetry of the soul, “bor- 
rowing form the whole outward creation fresh images and 
correspondences.” *4 
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Bushnell proposed a reading of theology which he hoped 
would end the bickering dogmatism of Protestantism and 
herald the return of an apostolic unity. The instrument of 
such a Christian peace was to be the aesthetic sensibility 
which alone avoided the sterile debates of logic and pierced 
to the center of faith. Christian truth itself emerged as “the 
expression of God—God coming into expression, through 
histories and rites, through an incarnation, and through Jan- 
guage—in one syllable, by the worn.” God in Christ pre- 
sented a new approach to Christian theology, imagery, rit- 
ual, and history. Religion was not to be probed by the un- 
derstanding but apprehended by the “imaginative reason,” 
for the effort of the Bible was “by means of expression, and 
under the laws of expression, to set forth God—His provi- 
dence, and His government, and, what is more . . . God’s 
own feeling, His truth, love, justice, compassion.” Christian 
forms existed to convey the infinite truth to man’s finite 
capacities.”° 

Bushnell defended the Trinity on the battleground the 
Unitarians had chosen. To him it seemed the perfect instru- 
ment of the soul’s necessities, for it kept the mind straining 
unceasingly after God. Through the Trinity, not in abstrac- 
tion from it, experience received an “algebraic” formulation 
which could convey transcendent mystery. The infinitude 
and incommensurability of God demanded paradox. Only 
through the Trinity could the “mysteries of law and grace, 
letter and spirit” enter practically into belief.?® 

Thus he challenged the premises of his Unitarian audience 
in his insistence on a God so hidden that the mind had to 
strain after Him. So inaccessible a divinity had long since 
departed from the liberal imagination. But for Bushnell, the 
soul, when searching out divine things, was properly held 
in a “maze,” not judging God but groping toward Him 
through form. He kept before neglectful hearers the need to 
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check the soul, which otherwise in its quest for God might 
merely discover itself. Only objective form could restrain 
the human egotism which would dogmatize on the Deity. 
Though men fancied they improved religion by extracting 
theory from scriptural imagery, actually there was “just as 
much less of solidity” in religion as there was more that was 
from men’s selves. Symbols and ritual were necessary to 
carry men from their own centers; “otherwise our piety .. . 
settles into a mere dressing of the soul before her mirror.”?? 

Language itself was a form which saved the soul from 
vacuity. As the words which described the realm of spirit 
were images derived from nature, the “whole web of speech” 
was “curiously woven metaphor,” offered to the imagina- 
tion. Through the deciphering of the images of spiritual 
things, men came to know God. At times Bushnell suggested 
that for man there was no escape from the husk of language. 
Feeling was not all; it depended upon the word for its pe- 
culiar existence. In relation to religious truth, words did not 
merely point to a proposition or a sense datum. Nor did 
they unfailingly betray the truth. Channing had bewailed 
that the Trinity “materialized” Divinity and, like Theodore 
Parker, had tested religious doctrines by the reason, ignor- 
ing as far as possible the figurative décor which muddled the 
ideas. What was wrong, according to Bushnell, was their at- 
tempt to “decoct the whole mass of symbol” and to carry 
off propositions. For religious truth was a truth not of nota- 
tion but of symbol. Qualitatively different from mathemati- 
cal descriptions, metaphor determined thought. The imag- 
ination had “nothing to do with ornament” but was “that 
power that distinguishes truths in their images, and seizes 
hold of images for the expression of truths.” Spiritual 
knowledge was shaped by language. As words were the 
very “instruments of thought,” poets were the “true meta- 
physicians,” who would bring whatever “science of man” 
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there would be.?8 Predating logical assent, the pattern of 
spiritual commitment was laid in ritual, myth, and symbol. 

This singular denial that name was “Schall und Rauch” 
opened the way for a new semantic for theology. The prob- 
lem was one not only of communication but of conception 
itself. Religious meanings could never be flatly given in 
propositions; there was “no hope” left for a science of the- 
ology. “All terms of intellect or spirit come under a wholly 
different law . . . from the terms of sense of the mere names 
of things.” Yet if knowledge could be increased only by 
new premises, such creative insight might be won through 
form. The mathematical language of which Norton had 
dreamed could not eventuate in religious perception. Men 
indicated things by “exact notation,” but the peculiar human 
power which made faith possible was the capacity to “see, 
in all images, the faces of truth, and take their sense, or read 
their meaning, when thrown up in language before the 
imagination.”9 

The conviction that the visible world provided a key to 
spiritual knowledge was not new in America, where Emer- 
son had long chanted the eloquent power of things. Bushnell 
went beyond Emerson, however. For he was not content 
with the vocabulary of transcendental nature: though the 
spirit shining through things was the point of his departure, 
he further insisted that words, rites, and symbols could cre- 
ate “things” not to be found in nature. He thus proposed a | 
symbolism which could order the world, at a time when 
transcendentalism, finding God impartially everywhere, 
threatened to dissolve all hierarchies of value. If the universe 
was pervaded with ubiquitous divinity, all natural metaphors 
uttered a monotonous testimony. The soul derived “as grand 
a joy from symbolizing the God-head” under the form of 
“a moth or a gnat as of a Lord of hosts,” Emerson an- 
nounced; poetically, such determined equalitarianism could 
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issue in Whitman’s cry: “scent of these arm-pits aroma finer 
than prayer.”°° Against this undiscriminating pantheism, 
Bushnell placed an ordered Christian symbolism, things were 
not the spiritual equivalent of every other thing, and words 
themselves transmitted a reality the senses could never dis- 
cover. 

Bushnell reinterpreted the Communion for a recalcitrant 
congregation through the categories of symbolic action. As 
innocence had been lost in the “eating of what God rejected 
and forbade,” now grace might be apprehended in the sac- 
rament of Communion. Christ brought the gift of divine 
mercy; “how more fitly” could that gift be received than 
by the “act of feeding upon that matter which sacramentally 
includes the Holy Presence expelled by our sin?” Viewing 
the Communion as more suited to Eastern peoples than to 
practical Americans, Emerson had renounced the ceremony; 
for “to eat bread is one thing; to love the precepts of Christ 
and resolve to obey them is quite another.” But Bushnell, 
less convinced of man’s ability and reasonableness, required 
more of religion than theorems. Christ was to be appre- 
hended not by “thought and doctrine only” but by “some 
total act of faith.”*! 

Since ritual, like metaphors, determined human experi- 
ence, Hebrew rites were the necessary precursors of Chris- 
tian understanding, not mere uncouth superstitions. As the 
grace of Christ was supernatural, there were “no sufficient 
bases of words in nature, to . . . convey it,” but Jewish sac- 
rifices, taken as “forms wrought into the Jewish mind, and 
... into the mind of the whole world,” enabled men to grasp 
the meaning of Christ’s history. Through animal sacrifices, 
the Hebrews had perceived the sacredness of the law, the 
horror of guilt, and the cost of forgiveness. Forms were thus 
prepared for the eventual Christian apprehension of Christ. 
Ritual provided an escape from history into the realm of 
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meaning. Form was necessary to articulate the “subjective 
impressions” of man, and the objectification which Hebraic 
customs gave to human feelings was not contingent. God 
had prepared Hebraic rites as forms “of art, for the repre- 
sentation of Christ and his work. . . . If we refuse to let 
[Christ] pass into this form, we have no mold of thought that 
can fitly represent him.” For Bushnell recognized that as a 
mere fact of history the Crucifixion was only such a failure 
as made Emerson, discontent with “this great Defeat,” await 
a more satisfactory hero, who would bring “a success to the 
senses as well as to the soul.’’?? 

Bushnell insisted that no theory could express Christ’s 
role; one might as well attempt the “dogmatic statement” of 
a tragedy’s meaning as to give the doctrinal equivalents for 
Christ’s life. Apprehended through rites of sacrifice and 
purification, moving the human sensibility, Christ expressed 
God in finite form. It was a mistake to investigate the meta- 
physical nature of Christ. Since He had come to reveal God 
to man, man’s only task was to experience His manifested 
goodness, love, and suffering. The Absolute God was hidden 
from the human understanding and alien to human sympa- 
thies; Christ came, as God revealed, to express the divine na- 
ture in a mode accessible to man. By His incarnation Christ 
expressed God’s love; by His perfect obedience He taught 
the sanctity of the law; in his Crucifixion He revealed God’s 
compassionate agony before the massed evil of the world. 
Thus he entered “into human feeling, by his incarnate chari- 
ties and sufferings, to re-engage the world’s love and reunite 
the world, as free, to the Eternal Life.” ** 

In the process of accommodating Christianity to the con- 
temporary imagination, Bushnell had transformed New Eng- 
land Calvinism. He explicitly attacked the sanguine trust in 
reason that had inspired the tomes of an Emmons or Bel- 
lamy; implicitly, he dismissed the evangelical insistence that 
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the conviction of impotent guilt had to precede the recep- 
tion of grace. His gospel did not require that the congrega- 
tion face the merited wrath of God; it asked rather that they 
exercise “a living, ingenuous, patient, pure sensibility” before. 
the agony and love of Christ.34 The angry God who held 
men like spiders over a flaming pit was not part of the God 
revealed in Christ, and Bushnell refused to probe the ques- 
tion of Christ’s intercession which had stood at the center of 
Calvinist hope. But he offered his public an interpretation of 
Christian symbolism and ritual that could order their imme- 
diate experience and their understanding of history and that 
could save them from a facile rationalism or an indiscrimi- 
nate emotionalism. 

In 1845 the New Englander had cheeringly remarked that 
the differences between Unitarianism and Congregational- 
ism were vanishing. Modern Congregationalism required 
only the doctrine that Christ’s incarnation and suffering 
were somehow essential to salvation. Such progressive or- 
thodoxy could easily unite with Unitarianism.** The invita- 
tion to preach at Harvard Divinity School struck Bushnell as 
a providential opportunity to open the way to a more cath- 
olic and fraternal religion in New England. But God in 
Christ made too explicit the “somehow” left in amiable ob- 
scurity by the New Englander. 

The Unitarian Christian Examiner, though it praised the 
book, feared that there was too much philosophy in it for 
eloquence of the “aesthetic mode” and that in the “popular” » 
or “philosophical” part, Bushnell was not precise enough. 
The book was more suitable for the back country than for 
Boston sophistication; it offered an “admirable standpoint” 
for that sort of theologian who was anxious to join philos- 
ophy with appeals to the “uneducated imagination.” Bush- 
nell’s conviction that forms might educate the imagination. 
was not discussed; willing to allow the populace their sym- 
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bols, Unitarians actually cared little about doctrine so long 
as faith was not made a “test for discipleship.”*® When Bush- 
nell in the enthusiasm of his belief tried to argue the case 
with Bartol, he soon saw he had erred in taste. His next let- 
ter humbly accepted Bartol’s discreet silence. “No apology 
was necessary for not going into an argument with me over 
my long, prosy letter. I did not mean to get up a paper 
quarrel.”*? Dr. Lowell made no move; the Hollis Chair was 
left vacant until 1882. 

But the book released a storm among the orthodox. Re- 
views deplored the foggy German transcendentalism, which, 
according to Enoch Pond, was “befogging, bloating, and 
spoiling” the “clear, practical Anglo-Saxon mind.” The 
Christian Observatory devoted sixty pages to denunciation, 
while the Princeton Review meticulously spelled out Bush- 
nell’s heresies. Here were Sabellianism, Docetism, Apolli- 
narianism, Eutychianism, Pelagianism, and semi-Pelagian- 
ism.°8 

Already, groaned Enoch Pond, Bushnellites and anti- 
Bushnellites were appearing. The ominous sympathy of the 
younger clergy was conceded by the Princeton Review. 
The book had the best sale of any of Bushnell’s works, and 
Brownson depicted its author as “one of our principal lions” 
in 1849. If few people were willing to champion the work 
explicitly, many of its doctrines crept into orthodox writ- 
ings. In 1852 Edwards Park announced that the mind re- 
quired truths beyond easy understanding and that Christ 
met the sensibility’s preference for concrete truths. Though 
Robert Turnbull joined a hostile band of Hartford ministers 
against Bushnell, the Biblical Repository described Turn- 
bull’s Theophany as continuing the “semi-orthodox school 
of Schleiermacher, Neander, and Bushnell.” To Leonard 
Bacon, Bushnell’s doctrine came as a welcome escape from 
hair-splitting distinctions.*® 
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Nonetheless, after the book appeared, Bushnell entered a 
period of isolation and harassment. Orthodox ministers in 
Hartford refused to change pulpits with him. His own min- 
isterial association absolved him in a report which “regretted 
many” of his doctrines, and year after year the Fairfield 
West Association tried to force a trial of his heresy by the 
Consociation. By 1851 a majority of the associations were 
anxious that the original favorable verdict be reconsidered, 
and even loyal Noah Porter informed Bushnell that “public 
sentiment” required a prosecution of the case. Troubled, 
embittered, and frightened, Bushnell refused to permit the 
reopening of the question. He tried to establish his essential 
orthodoxy two years later in Christ in Theology, which pug- 
naciously attacked the batlike bigotry of his critics and 
marveled at his fortuitous agreement with the Nicene 
Creed.*° 5 

But the attack continued. Three people in Bushnell’s con- 
gregation could have secured the trial he dreaded. In his 
ordeal Bushnell turned to his congregation and away from 
the outside world. He was no longer tempted to read a di- 
vine progress in history but searched for marks of election 
rather in exclusion and martyrdom. The suspicions of his 
colleagues oppressed him. “How blessed a thing it is,” he 
wrote his wife from an Association meeting, “to retreat into 
God from the scowls of men, and hide in the secret of his 
pavilion.” He saw himself standing with his church against 
a benighted world, and he sharply feared he might soon stand 
alone. In 1852, with the passion of desperation, he pleaded 
with his people to “stand forth in this day of Stygian dark- 
ness .. . to be the revelation of God to our blinded groping 
age.” “OQ my brethren,” he urgently continued, “if it should 
be thee that God is preparing .. . , I will refine them as silver 
is refined .. . and they shall call me by name and I will hear 
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them.”*#! In 1852, when a trial seemed imminent, the church 
withdrew from the Consociation. 

(In the sustained loyalty of his congregation during his 
estrangement, Bushnell found both grace and a judgment.\If 
beyond the 1848 addresses he had glimpsed the prizes of a 
Boston pulpit or a Harvard professorship, of wider fame and 
public acclaim, now in his extremity his people were his sole 
support. Finding himself “very much cut off” from the pub- 
lic, he delighted in the expectation of finding God, with 
whom he might enter “a desert place to rest awhile... . I 
long ... for the rest of my life, to be wholly immersed in 
this better element; and it is my daily prayer that God will 
give me... the gift of a private benefit .. . the usefulness of 
my ministry to my own flock.” If the imagery of the letter 
identified his flock with a “desert place,” with refuge rather 
than with prophecy, his church yet seemed a “higher ele- 
ment.” 

The tensions of the minister caught between the public 
demand for originality and the obligations of a traditional 
faith were painful and unremitting. Bushnell came to accuse 
his insights as “temptors” distracting him from God. It was 
his “devil” which dealt in “invention, ingenuity, discov- 
ery.’ An obscure antithesis between God and his own pe- 
culiar message merged with the felt division between his 
church and the larger public. He struggled to fix the center 
of his devotion with the people to whose service he had 
been called. — 

Gradually Bushnell moved closer to orthodoxy. He did 
not construct his later works on his semantic theories, nor 
did he enlarge and republish God in Christ, as he did Chris- 
tian Nurture. Yet the book remains a testimony to his reso- 
lution of the tensions between ambition and faith at a turn- 
ing point in his career. If as a public speaker he knew the 
strategic uses of metaphor, he knew also the chaos of emo- 
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tional needs to which Christian forms could give coherence. | 
His situation presses behind the pages of the book—the situ- 
ation of a Hartford minister, in 1848, addressing beyond 
divided Congregationalists and Boston Unitarians the mid- 
dle-class public of Protestant America with its quick rewards 
for eloquence, its dread of vulgarity, its longing and fear 
for the original and strange. Responsive to the time, ardent 
in his faith, Bushnell found an alternative to the flat com- 
mon-sense moralism that threatened to reduce theology to 
inanity. Against an associationalist empiricism and Unitarian 
rationalism, he pleaded the case of the symbolic imagination. | 
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The years of harassment that followed publication of God 
in Christ were bleak and unsettling for Bushnell, now a mid- 
dle-aged man. He had anticipated opening a “comprehensive 
vein,” generous enough to satisfy all disputants. Yet his 
revelation had merely kindled the fury of the conservatives 
and the timidity of the Connecticut liberals. Neither Uni- 
tarians nor Congregationalists took up his cause. No Unitar- 
ian or Harvard advances interrupted his provincial pastorate, 
and he was left to attend the meetings of Congregational 
Associations, a suspect and controversial figure. He stood 
under constant threat of excommunication. Only the church 
he had thought of leaving stood firmly behind him. 

For the first time, his letters were burdened with self- 
doubt and self-examination. He SPER of discourage- 
ment, languor, and depression—of a “clouded. mind,” a 
‘Saded and fevered state.” As he read Bunyan’s Holy War, 
he feared his piety had been too much of the world. He 
compared his religious experience with that of his wife and 
longed for “the same measure of fullness and peace.” In 
1854 he designed and ardently campaigned for a city park; 
yet in his dedication he felt a condemnation. He wondered 
that the park could so absorb his interest while as a minister 
he was “so feebly exercised, so little burdened” by his work. 
“Do we really believe that Jesus is a Saviour,” he demanded 
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of Bartol, “and that . . . he brings salvation?” The easy, 
occasionally glib buoyancy of his earlier years was gone; 
relentlessly probing his own doubts and egotism, he became 
“wholly dissatisfied” with himself. Seeing signs of a revival 
in 1854, he prayed in sudden desperation for “such a work 
...as would kill my selfishness and compel me for a time to 
think of nothing else.’”? 

These years of self-condemnation issued in a sympathetic 
understanding of Pauline doctrine, which surprised Bushnell 
himself. For the first time, he found he could accept the 
severity of Calvinism. “I can see the mighty fall, the deep, 
unborn depravity, just as he describes it, without any sense 
of extravagance and without offence as against God.” In his 
renewed sense of vocation and his growing orthodoxy, he 
determined to end the quarrel with Hawes and forced his 
doughty opponent to reconciliation by a series of public 
letters avowing his own strict Calvinism and irenic purposes.” 

Yet even while these negotiations were drawing to a suc- 
cessful close, Bushnell found himself in “a poor bankrupt 
state” and complained of exhaustion and depression.® As his 
next book and all his later works were to testify, he felt in- 
creasingly that the life of faith and the tenor of the con- 
temporary world were opposed. The cheerful expectations 
of his early years had dimmed. He wandered in California 
or settled in Hartford to some extent as one apart, elected 
to separateness and strangeness. For whatever price the 
reconciliation with Hawes exacted of Bushnell’s integrity, 
its achievement brought the pain and resolution of a final 
commitment. He knew he had suffered a loss in gaining the 
precarious peace. With his new alliance, he sacrificed the 
trust of Unitarian Boston and marked himself as an irre- 
deemable alien. 

Within Hartford, Bushnell had compromised with ortho- 
doxy; he no longer toyed with the possibility of a professor- 
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ship or another pulpit. Nonetheless, he did not relax in the 
search for his own peculiar message. If he stood apart, it was 
to reveal the eccentric insights of the prophet, saint, or 
heretic, not to fortify the bastions of orthodoxy. He never 
escaped the need for singular inspirations that the democ- 
racy demanded of the eloquent and successful. In 1853, 
meditating on the relationship between nature and the super- 
natural, he promised Bartol “a new volume or two,” if he 
were allowed to live, “new heresies to be game for the hunt- 
ers.” He could not settle his ambitions at the narrow point 
of one congregation nor accept himself without the insights 
that came from his “devil” of “invention, ingenuity, dis- 
covery” or else from God.* 

Meanwhile, ill health forced him to solitude and idleness. 
The years 1855 and 1856 were spent in California and Cuba. 
Despite the chastening of enmities and sickness, however, a 
resilient faith in himself and his work made him hold tena- 
ciously to active life. He rebelled against illness because it 
threatened his projected book on Nature and the Super- 
natural. “It costs me a great trial to let go, if I must, before 
I have done that which I have been regarding as the main 
work and principal meaning of my life.”° 

Separated from his church, he pictured himself in his 
“prophet’s chamber,” where he pondered whether he had 
not made the “modern” error of living too much in the 
world. Prophet-like, he came to rely on the successive vi- 
sions that would guarantee his religious fidelity and his origi- 
nality. He did not turn to religious tradition in the Bible or 
in theology but looked for new revelations. As he worked 
on Nature and the Supernatural, he considered the problem 
of continuing inspiration. Again and again, with untiring 
concern, he reverted to the issue, insisting that God would 
continue to speak directly to men. “There is no evidence 
whatever,” he wrote, “that we are required to be less in- 
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spired, or in a lower sense, or that we are farther shut away 
from God and the Word of the Lord, than they were in 
former ages.” Certain men in every age, he concluded, had 
been called to reveal new divine truths; such men had a vo- 
cation to be prophets as others had to be “shoemakers or 
bankers.” Cut off from worldly expectations, Bushnell had 
found his calling. 

He had long ago eschewed comprehensive systems of 
divinity. Bushnell prided himself on his progress in under- 
standing and faith, and when faced with new illuminations 
he as readily dropped his own past as he had dropped New 
England theological traditions. God im Christ completed, 
Bushnell sought a knowledge of God beyond forms; in 
1852, he joyfully wrote his wife that he had at last experi- 
enced God beyond all “physical images and measures” and 
beyond the reach of “even the imagination.’” 

Bushnell thought in terms of the successive messages of 
his books. Emphasis, approach, and concepts changed. Pub- 
lished in 1858, Nature and the Supernatural did not revive 
the semantic problems of God in Christ but centered on the 
cosmological necessity of redemption by Christ. The new 
volume made the supernatural powers of the will crucial. 
Yet two years later Bushnell republished Christian Nurture 
with its implication that a Christian will could be shaped 
within the family. Though he enlarged the book to include 
more detailed advice on child care, Bushnell still described 
the molding of the will by habit and failed to clarify the 
relation of Christ to the grace of education. 

But it was the new book, with its promise of holding the 
“principal meaning” of his life, which absorbed him. Nature 
and the Supernatural betrayed new anxieties. For the first 
time, one of Bushnell’s major works expressed sharp aliena- 
_ tion. The sense of an imperiled Christianity ran through its 
pages as an insistent and dissonant motif. Bushnell no longer 
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exulted in the certain historical progress he had detected in 
1843 when an “appeal to truth and reason” seemed enough 
to end evil. Rather, faith was hemmed in by enemies—sci- 
ence, Fourierism, magnetism, phrenology, Biblical criticism, 
Unitarianism, and transcendentalism. The Christian world 
was moving toward the “vanishing point of faith.” Preach- 
ing was impotent; religious experience was meager and 
suspect; the topic of religion in private conversation was 
avoided. In 1847 Bushnell had jubilantly noted that the 
Protestant Alliance was harnessing religion to the age; now 
he saw only disjunction between the victorious spirit of the 
times and the meaning of religion. Christian experience re- 
quired some “broad and palpable line of suffering,” which 
cut it off from the world. Without the expense of such pain, 
the church would sink into an easy humanitarianism, bring- 
ing finally “some terrible reaction, some war of Gog and 
Magog, that shall empty the church from vessel to vessel.”® 

The book testified to a new estrangement from the 
learned, who fecklessly followed every fad. If Christ had 
had to rely on the intellectuals, He would “scarcely [have] 
left a follower.” But the mass of people more responsibly 
guarded the deposit of faith. “They testify to one faith, and 
live one common life of grace, in all ages.’”® 

In conception Bushnell’s new project recalled the patient 
systems of divinity of an earlier era. Taylor would have 
been gratified by its far-flung dimensions. The scale was the 
history of the world; the purpose, the justification of God’s 
government, the method, the explication of an orderly 
system. As Bartol was to lament, the book was, fatally, a 
esomente.: +9 

Nonetheless, Nature and the Supernatural was directed to 
the enlightened American public which was being beguiled 
by science and transcendentalism. During the 1840’s and 
1850’s, an audience with new information and perspectives 
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had emerged, and in Nature and the Supernatural Bushnell 
addressed himself to a public less concerned with the imagi- 
nation and the heart than with geology, progress, and reason. 

All three of the public’s new interests undermined in- 
herited faith: geology contradicted the Mosaic account of 
creation and suggested to some that organic life might have 
developed slowly from the lowest forms up to man, techno- 
logical progress fostered human pride and challenged the 
Christian pattern of history; finally, transcendentalism, by 
scoffing at miracles, enthusing over human progress, and 
denying man’s need of intercession, seemed to sum up the 
time’s heresies and offer the public a faith adapted to its 
credulity. Bushnell set himself the task of answering these 
infidelities by a reformulation of Christian divinity. 

“From the first moment... of modern science,” Nature 
and the Supernatural announced, with more temerity than 
it was to sustain, “it has been clear that Christianity must 
ultimately come into a grand issue of life and death with 
it.”1* For science threatened to make myths of miracles and a 
science of religion. Bushnell knew the long uneasy alterca- 
tions between scientific discoveries and orthodox convic- 
tions. He had witnessed religion’s reluctant, compromised 
retreats before an attentive public, which seemed more ex- 
cited by science than by imperiled faith. There was, and had 
long been, adequate cause for alarm. 

Orthodox nervousness had begun with the collision be- 
tween geology and the Mosaic account of creation. Initially, 
the New England ministry treated geological investigations 
with determined aloofness. Later, indignation at the new 
mode of testing revelation issued in a series of denunciations. 
The conflict was patent, the only question was what was to 
be done. “Let it be a question, whether Moses has taught 
wrongly or rightly,” Moses Stuart pleaded in 1836, “but it 
can never be a question with philologists whether modern 
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science is to be the first judge of what an ancient writing 
means.”’!? 

But neither indifference nor hostility nor philology could 
withstand the fascination of science. By mid-century Hitch- 
cock was warning that in case of apparent conflict the “intel- 
ligent man” would probably side with science, and the 
Princeton Review testified that thousands of people thought 
science rested on a firmer basis than the Bible. If the Bible 
were opposed to science, James Dana announced, the 
younger generation would “scout” the Bible.1% 

The people determinedly sought out the unsettling dis- 
coveries of science. In 1834 Silliman gave a popular series 
of geological lectures in Hartford; speaking in Boston, he 
was flattered by large audiences and the calling cards of 
Boston’s elite. Science, which relied not on abstractions but 
on “skeletons, trees, and stones,” dominated people’s imagi- 
nations, and in 1858 the Atlantic Monthly contrasted the 
“little heeded lyre of theology” with the “mighty organ of 
modern science. 4 

In the face of such popular enthusiasm, religion had little © 
recourse. By 1849 the Bibliotheca Sacra was urging the 
minister to study science, for only by natural knowledge 
could he impress “practical men” who usually assumed that 
theologians had no common sense. By mid-century, religious 
periodicals devoted much of their space to the impact of 
science on religion. Most writers energetically accommo- 
dated the new learning by the generous expansion of doc- 
trine; yet even the hospitable were frightened at times. In 
1851 the New Englander, which had long championed sci- 
ence, abruptly betrayed the strains beneath its cheery con- 
ciliations. “Where is science tending? What can be thrown 
out to check her?”’5 

This new information forced a series of strategic retreats 
upon those who hoped for serene adjustment. As no one 
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could settle on a line of defense, believers squabbled over 
what was dispensable to faith. At Amherst, Hitchcock 
crammed all geologic time into the interval between the 
“beginning” and the first day and explained that sudden 
devastation had made the earth “waste and void” just before 
the creation of the first day; but the Bibliotheca Sacra in- 
sisted that geology proved that nature’s progress had been 
continuous, without any such reversion to chaos. Though 
the Bibliotheca Sacra doubted that an ark 450 by 75 by 45 
feet could hold “1,658 species of birds, 642 species of reptiles 
and tortoises, and 120,000 species of insects,” the Princeton 
Review insisted that unless the flood was universal, the Bible 
was not the Word of God.? 

But the primary menace of science was not the evidence 
which upset Biblical history. Its very method of discovering, 
recognizing, and assessing truth challenged the idea of reve- 
_lation. A new mode of conviction was being established. In 
the. early days, Silliman had feared that laymen would never 
understand the geologists’ certainty that rock layers could 
not have been constructed by divine fiat, but it was soon 
evident that his fears had been misplaced. By the 1850’s only 
an articulate but neglected minority remained to mourn the 
changed locus of faith. The Bible emerged as a feebler, more 
fragmentary revelation. “If the earth as a whole is not a 
trustworthy document, there can be no reliance on particles 
of its substance made into a book,” the Bibliotheca Sacra 
brusquely announced. With the guardians of orthodoxy so 
intoxicated, Emerson could freely rejoice that “geology has 
initiated us into the secularity of nature and taught us to 
dismiss our dame school measures, and exchange our Mosaic 
and Ptolemaic schemes for her large style.” 17 

When Bushnell set about preparing lectures on “Nature 
and the Supernatural,” he girded himself, as always, to meet 
the contemporary mind. He had studied under Silliman and 
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conversed with Dana; he had read Miller, Agassiz, and John 
Pye Smith, and he was ready to concede much. Geology 
had revealed, and theology had to take account of, a revised 
history of the universe. Bushnell declined to juggle with the 
dimensions of the Ark or to puzzle over the growth of 
plants before the creation of the sun: he was anxious rather 
to integrate the total sweep of the new history within the 
framework of Christian theology. His strategy was inherited 
from New Haven; unlike students of Andover’s Stuart, he 
had no substantial investment in Biblical exegesis, and in the 
crisis his disengagement proved serviceable. Nature and the 
Supernatural disregarded particulars in the attempt to sus- 
tain the Christian drama within the time spans of geology. 

Bushnell borrowed his method from science, presenting 
his doctrine as a hypothesis to be judged by its adequacy 
to experience. He pretended to no mathematical certainty 
but urged that his theory “like every hypothesis that gathers 
in, accommodates, and assimilates, all the facts of the sub- 
ject,” should be accepted as true.'® 

In some ways geological findings fitted in with Calvinist 
presuppositions. Rock layers and fossils left room for dis- 
crete act of creation, which corresponded to the orthodox 
vision of God. As Unitarians and transcendentalists increas- 
ingly entertained the thesis that all organisms had progres- 
sively developed from each other, Congregationalists clung 
the more feverishly to geological evidences. 

The “development hypothesis” seemed far more subver- 
sive than geology to many orthodox men. Yet by 1849 
Emerson appended his vision of spiraling animal evolution 
to his essay on “Nature,” and the Christian Examiner exult- 
antly announced in 1853 that, since progress ruled all life, 
man’s few, diminishing faults would eventually be abolished. 
Christ, too, was fitted in the forward rush of Nature. As 
Nature continually improved her own “productions,” His 
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coming was not a startling event. The sole oddity was that 
He should have arrived so soon.?9 

Bushnell protested against this linear view of progress 
which was capturing the public imagination, and he called 
upon geological evidence to support the Christian pattern 
of history. The new learning diverted men’s thoughts from 
the question of personal conversion. The revelation of God 
in the strange world of geology and the justifiability of His 
peculiar ways engrossed the attention of believers. Not hag- 
gling over Biblical exegesis, Bushnell reminded readers of 
the uneven creation geology recorded: the venomous, wrig- 
gling serpent that shared the earth with “stately mammallia,” 
the “fiery cataclysms” that interrupted growth. In disproof 
of the steady ascent of organic life, he pointed to the recent 
and deformed halibut with its “twisted mouth,” “Cyclopian 
eye,” “asymmetrical jaws.” Yet man had joined this mixed 
creation, and Nature and the Supernatural praised geology 
for having revealed the “very times and places where the 
hand of God was inserted into the world.’’?° 

Yet the threat of the new sciences reached beyond new 
evidence, new temporal sequences, and new modes of proof. 
The blithe certainty of man’s self-impelled progress endan- 
gered the Christian view of man more fundamentally than 
fossil remains did. Bushnell had to cope with the flattering 
image of man the creator which scientific and technical 
achievements were engraving on the consciousness of the 
time. “Worship,” according to Thomas King, was the only 
word “deep enough to express the Anglo-Saxon relation to 
the mechanical powers and arts.” Quickened expectations 
attended a new type of hero; according to the Commissioner 
of Patents, only inventors could solve the “great problems 
of existence.’’*1 

With such onerous opportunities, man assumed a new re- 
lation to the creation and the Creator. The issue of existence 
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lay less between God and man than between man and na- 
ture. The struggle had been close, but its eventual outcome 
was happily clear. The Patent Commissioner, viewing the 
world as a “workshop,” reversed the concept of man’s fall. 
“Fire gives us what Eden had not. If a flaming sword drove 
one man out, the knowledge of flame has put within the 
reach of all men blessings unknown there.” Bushnell shared 
the common enthusiasm. Giving man power to “recompose 
and re-create the world,” science made gods of men.?? 

Like the “development hypothesis,” technical progress 
suggested a linear view of history. For the Christian Ex- 
aminer, the crucial point of history was not Christ but the 
investigations of Aristotle, with which man began his ascent 
from the “state of nature into a state of spiritual light 
and grace.” Nature and the Supernatural marveled at the 
“orand commercial apostleship of steam and telegraph” 
which prepared for the sovereignty of Christian ideas.?* 
Geology extended the vision of the past, and science invited \ 
fantasies on the future, but neither was adjusted for focus on 
thirty-three remote years in human history. 

In mid-century the outlines and method of science re- 
mained so fuzzy that its threat merged for orthodox thinkers 
with that of transcendentalism. To Bushnell, both were 
guilty of naturalism, and he attacked both with the same 
weapons. Like geology, transcendentalism tended to turn 
the Bible into myth; in addition, it asserted that the Reason 
did not need myth, for the mind could directly confront the 
Truth. Transcendentalism heightened scientific disinterest 
in the miraculous into disdain. Parker derided Christ’s mira- 
cles as inferior to those of Vishnu and explained them as 
the product of a benighted era. Glorifying man, denying 
that he needed intercession, transcendentalism answered the 
popular enthusiasm for humanity’s progress. 

Religious fear and controversy in the Northeast centered 
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in the transcendentalism which, according to the New Eng- 
lander, was converting many of the “most gifted men of the 
day.” Within Boston, as outside of it, Theodore Parker 
became the occasion of bitter debate. Transcendentalism 
proved so formidable a foe that Unitarian Andrews Norton 
published a Presbyterian exposé of the transcendentalists’ 
ignorance of German thought. “What,” Bushnell asked the 
reticent Bartol, was Boston—“Boston above all”—saying of 
Nature and the Supernatural??4 

In his critique of transcendentalism, as in his response to 
geology and technology, Bushnell did not entirely dismiss 
the new theories but took over the ideas he found true. He 
was already committed to intuitive knowledge, which Con- 
gregationalist and Presbyterian orthodoxy ridiculed, and he, 
like Parker, habitually disparaged theologies. Like Parker, 
he was anxious to prove that inspiration was still possible 
and to speak to the large audiences, the “elegant and the 
young,” who crowded transcendentalist lectures.2° Accord- 
ingly, his book appropriated many of Parker’s contentions 
and put them in the service of orthodoxy. Bushnell refused 
to accept the idea that the Christian God was arbitrary or 
irrational in dispensing favors; he looked forward to the 
time when men would be able to “connect more certainly, 
and more in the manner of science, with the resources of 
God.” He promised that eventually a “rational, scientific .. . 
ingrafting” of grace would be possible, as religious know]- 
edge increased.”¢ 

But, though Bushnell, like the transcendentalists, exploited 
the optimism created by science, he refused to accept the 
linear progress promised by technology and described by 
transcendentalists and Unitarians. He persistently denied 
that redemption was possible without a cleavage in history 
and an intervening grace. Whatever the human powers, man 
lived in alienation from God, the easy prey of a corrupted 
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will and an evil society. The successful conclusion of all 
reform movements would be the “greatest imaginable mis- 
fortune” so long as the soul remained separate from God.?7 

Bushnell started with man, not with nature. To insure 
man’s crucial isolation from other organisms, he turned to 
Coleridge’s distinction between powers and things. As a 
power, man was free. Unlike the rest of nature, he was not 
determined by “things” but controlled his own moral des- 
tiny. Morally, though his obligations were decreed by the 
known law of right, he was free to sin, and because the will 
had chosen evil instead of good, he was a damned and lost 
being. His own sinful election stood at the center of his 
history. 

Still, Bushnell did not follow Coleridge’s doctrine of the 
transcendent evil of the will; he proved man’s freedom by 
pointing to the human power to master nature, and he ex- 
plained human sin as the inevitable result of curiosity. Man 
as inventor and experimenter, as efficient cause, held his 
imagination. Adam, the archetype of mankind, was not so 
much corrupt as in a “condition privative” of virtue. Though 
he knew the law, he had also to discover the meaning of 
right and wrong through experience. 

Schooled in empiricism, Bushnell could not conceive of 
Coleridge’s realm of Reason, where commands were valid 
because they transcended experienced sensations and emo-. 
tions. For Bushnell, no moral idea was finally established 
until experience had drilled man into knowledge of its truth. 
The world was the training ground for moral agency, since 
even to be a “power” man needed to have experienced both 
a fall and a redemption. Experience thus served to fortify 
the will, and even the fall had its beneficence. Adam had been 
lost by his very innocence; only the “new man,” exercised 
and trained in the fallen world, would achieve, with grace, 
an impregnable virtue. 
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Bushnell could not conceive of the Christian dilemma save 
as the issue of man’s attainment of righteousness; the central 
drama of his book was not the need for justification, which 
had troubled Augustine and Luther, but man’s quest for a 
“truly divine virtue,” “where the good is followed because 
it is good, and right because it is right, God because He is 
God.” Salvation did not depend upon the commutation of 
God’s wrath but upon a goodness man could not achieve 
alone. Such redeeming virtue was a new state, “a right dis- 
posedness, whence new action may flow.” It was a psycho- 
logical condition of spontaneous rectitude, in which right- 
eousness was the play of the soul.?8 

However exorbitant Bushnell’s ambitions for man, he 
nonetheless maintained that the fall could not be redeemed 
through nature or experience, and he supported his ortho- 
doxy with geological evidence which Parker and Emerson 
for the most part ignored and which seemed to the time a 
testament of horrors. The nature in which Parker had de- 
ciphered bounding, universal joy was marked for Bushnell 
by death, catastrophe, and degradation. Proving that death 
of animals had predated the fall, geology revealed a world 
damned from the first in the sight of God. The extinction 
of innumerable species was token of eternal condemnation. 
To Emerson, Nature was “a fixed point whereby we may 
measure our departure. .. . We are as much strangers in 
Nature, as we are aliens from God.” But Bushnell saw in 
nature the “deformity, jargon, death,” which would scourge 
man’s sinfulness and was suited to his depravity.”® 

The new science was thus made to serve the Christian 
conviction that evil was central in the world. Yet the dis- 
order of nature was not endemic, for the source of the cor- 
ruption which encompassed life was a human apostasy. The 
irreparable choice of evil by the will, enacted in time and 
foreseen in eternity, initiated the shock that turned nature 
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into “unnature’—a “whole creation groaning and travailling 
in pain.”*° Its order had been hurled into chaos by man as 
“power” when he sinfully chose experience over the obliga- 
tions of the law. The causes and effects of “things” had been 
disjointed by sin, and no restoration was possible within the 
realm of nature, fallen with man. 

The agony of natural existence did indeed serve God’s 
discipline. Yet, though the mechanism of retributive justice 
might beat man into contrite recognition of his guilt and 
even into legal obedience, it could not redeem. Legal moral- 
ity might be achieved, but obedience based on fear or self- 
interest remained bondage. All nature’s severe training issued 
only in hypocrisy. 

Nor was salvation accessible through self-reliance. Man 
could not hope, as Emerson had beguilingly suggested, to 
cut himself from the interwoven corruptions of society and 
find redemption in the far reaches of the individual con- 
sciousness. The individual was trapped by the human past and 
molded by a sinful society; powerless, the infant entered an 
organic order that presided over his weakness and deter- 
mined his character. Emerson’s vision of the willed, lonely 
capture of individual liberty was a fantasy. “Society is, in all 
its vast complications, an appointment—we can not escape 
ibaa 

The individual was so possessed by his inherited depravity 
that in fact his dependence on society was a blessing. The 
apparent curse of social corruption saved him from the 
bleaker horror of atomic independence. By the weakness of 
infancy and the institution of the family, man was set apart 
from the brutality of nature to be nurtured in the forms of 
civilization. If these were not the forms of “holy virtue,” 
they were closer to it than the wild nature of geology or the 
ruthlessness of unchecked individualism. ‘The civil law is 
...a restraint on development. .. . It forbids men to unfold 
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themselves freely, in their base passions and criminal insti- 
gations.”®? Left to himself, the individual would find life 
nasty, brutish, short; instead, he was trained in the discipline 
of the law and within the family came to know love. 

The focal point of Nature and the Supernatural, however, 
was not the family, which was part of the fallen world. Sal- 
vation could come only through the piercing of history and 
nature by the divine. In spite of his transcendent will, man 
could not save himself, for the order of nature had been 
unhinged by his initial choice. Though, impelled by the 
sanctions of the law and nature, he might self-interestedly 
do the right, his acts were worthless without the trans- 
formed status of the soul which was virtue. 

All hope of regeneration depended upon God. “Christi- 
anity is... a power out of nature and above, descending 
into it; a historically supernatural movement on the world, 
that is visibly entered into it.”** Christ was the unique agent 
of salvation, whom no spiraling of nature could have pro- 
duced and without whose presence man could never have 
escaped the bondage of society or his own corruption. 

Bushnell did not concern himself with the relation of 
Christ to Old Testament prophecy, nor did he base his case 
for Christ’s divinity upon the miracles. Instead, he pictured 
the man he found in the Bible, who challenged human soci- 
ety and common sense. Christ’s life subverted human stand- 
ards. He invested himself with innocence, though innocence 
was commonly derided as a feeble thing; He consorted with 
the vile, the outcast, the derelict. Worst of all by the stand- 
ards of reason, He made such exorbitant claims about his 
person that He could only have been a madman if he were 
not God. 

Yet this odd intruder upon world history was its Savior. 
The Christ of Mark Hopkins “in his piety, in his benevo- 
lence and other virtues, in the refinement and delicacy of 
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his character” could serve as a “suitable” model for gentle- 
men, and the Christian Examiner found it impossible to dis- 
tinguish the “voice of nature” from that of Christ. But 
Bushnell’s Christ stood beyond the pale of social decorum 
and subverted nature. No “natural evidences” could lead 
men to imagine so unconventional and eccentric a figure. 
The procedures of faith were peculiar. “Christ came into the 
world to bestow himself. ... He is a new premise, that could 
not be reasoned, but must first be, and then can be received 
only by faith.”34 

The concept was hazardous, not least so for Bushnell him- 
self. It opened the possibility that Christianity had nothing 
to do with science, and if so, the entire framework of Nature 
and the Supernatural might collapse. Prudently, the book 
left the structural strains obscure, but in Sermons for the 
New Life, published the same year, Bushnell set forth the 
alien and exorbitant demands of faith. It was futile, he had 
decided, to accumulate arguments and evidence. Unlike 
scientific belief, faith was won by a commitment that defied 
evidences and refused to weigh probabilities. It initiated in 
a voluntary assent, which natural evidences could not justify 
or create. Knowledge was achieved only after a perilous act 
of trust. Proof came later, when proof was no longer needed. 
Initially, “one being, a sinner, commits himself to another 
being, a Saviour.”*° Forerunning data, defying likelihood, 
faith demanded the risk of a prior consent. 

With Nature and the Supernatural Bushnell entered a new 
field, seeking, as Dwight and Taylor had done earlier, to 
rationalize man’s history and experience within a Christian 
framework. Attempting to re-establish the Christian view of 
man, he called upon the testimony of science and made man 
as creator and inventor the protagonist of the human drama. 
Yet he challenged contemporary humanism, even as he took 
account of it. He no longer, he wrote, longed to be thought 
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a “liberal.” With his final resolution to remain a Hartford 
preacher, he had moved this much closer to Connecticut 
theology and orthodox Christianity. He had spoken of a 
fallen world and a corrupted humanity, of the foolishness 
of atomic individualism. He refused to see the history of the 
world as the steady ascension to nineteenth-century virtue, 
and he restricted human hope to a brief, remote break in 
history. 

Reviews of the book were lengthy, ponderous, and un- 
inspired. Though Bartol in the Christian Examiner dubbed 
it the “chief theological work of its time” the general com- 
mendations, weighted with quotations, everywhere thudded 
somewhat dutifully. The New Englander chiefly remarked 
that the book had established what the New Englander had 
never doubted—the moral agency of man. However appro- 
priate to science, in religion the ratiocinative method was 
out of date. Bartol protested, that so argumentative a treatise 
was alien to “the Bible and... Nature.” Such unremitting 
rationality could veer in only one direction; clearly, it led 
the author to the edge of “absurdity.” As readers of the 
Christian Examiner well knew, even to have produced the 
“chief theological work of its time” was a dubious investment 
of energy. More specifically, Bartol protested that to con- 
sider man to be evil was a libel on God. All in all, the volume 
struck him as “supernaturalism run mad.”37 

Bushnell had waited impatiently for notices of his book. 
But when reaction finally came, he felt let down, even “per- 
secuted.” “Almost everything said on one side is thrown 
back on the other, and I am pelted all round,” he complained 
to Bartol. Had all his research and planning produced noth- 
ing but confusion? There were discouraging portents. No 
school or group was taking up his ideas; no publication 
fostered his gospel, though any of these, he was sure, would 
have strengthened his cause. The public had been given the 
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“main work” and “principal meaning” of his life and had 
received the gift with cavils and studied praise. He was 
forced to conclude that his time had “not yet come” and 
would not, “till after I am gone.” Yet he clung to faith in 
his work. His health became so poor that he was unable to 
preach, but by New Year’s Day of 1859 he was dreaming of 
a vague though vast new program. If he had no church and 
an uncertain public, if he had known only equivocal suc- 
cesses, a stubborn, restless ardor held him to his chosen 
vocation. “I think the day is at hand when something can 
be done for a better conception of the work of Christ. Here 
is the great field left that I wait for grace and health to 
occupy.”*8 
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The commotion following God in Christ was not repeated 
with Nature and the Supernatural. If reviewers recom- 
mended the book, they lavished more spontaneous enthusi- 
asm on Sermons for the New Life, published the same year. 
Rejoicing that sermons at last were “‘popular and successful” 
literary “‘wares,” the New Englander was so delighted that 
it compared Bushnell to Henry Ward Beecher. Though the 
reviewer hinted Bushnell might be too logical and thorough 
for total enjoyment, he assured the indolent that the exertion 
required for reading Bushnell would be rewarded by new 
insights.1 

No reviewer of Nature and the Supernatural mentioned 
the promise of the pages where Bushnell set for himself his 
final major task—“the great field left that I wait for grace 
and health to occupy.” He proposed to offer a treatise on 
“the laws of God’s Supernatural kingdom,” convinced that 
“no other contribution to the truth of Christ is so much 
needed, or promises results of so great moment.” By 1861, 
he had a rough outline of the ambitious project, in which he 
hoped to set forth the meaning of the atonement. The plan 
was massive, in the tradition of New England divinity; he 
would require two volumes. The first would deal with the 
law of sacrifice as fulfilled in Christ; the second with its 
realization in believers. If the public had a yen for laws, 
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what laws could be of more crucial consequence? Logic was 
on Bushnell’s side, but by the time he published a second 
volume, he included an apologia to remind the public of the 
strength of his case. “Let us count our salvation,” he pleaded, 
“a matter high enough and rich enough to be studied, 
searched out, nicely discriminated.” 

As he took up the work, he met few interruptions save 
the constant pain and discomforts of sickness. He had been 
forced to resign his pastorate in 1859 because of his poor 
health, and the church gave him ten thousand dollars when 
he left. An adequate income secure, his position no longer 
susceptible to drastic change, Bushnell could turn to his 
appointed task without the distraction of mixed ambitions. 
“This .. . is going now to be our lot from this time for- 
ward,” he wrote his wife in 1861, “a stay in old Hartford, 
and no more experiments, letting the clock run down as it 
will.” He wrote from the isolation of his independence. For 
the first time, a large-scale enterprise failed to reflect con- 
temporary concerns. But a curious exaltation seized Bushnell 
as he bent to his chosen work. “I don’t know what I have 
done that God should bless me so, in giving me such a call, 
and work, and subject, and leisure, and means, at the closing 
of my days, that I may fill up my measure.’”* 

Increasingly, Bushnell assumed, to others and to himself, 
the lineaments of prophet and seer. When he spoke, he 
seemed to descend from a privileged seclusion. Listening to 
the gaunt and aging man, men recalled the prophets of the 
Old Testament. “Truth lay between him and God, not be- 
tween him and the Church”; he seemed to have come to de- 
liver the vision he had been permitted “on the Mount.”* 

He had reached the time of life commonly given over to 
new editions and memoirs, but he could not let go. Still pos- 
sessed by some fierce, insatiable ambition, he refused to con- 
sider his work done. Cut off from practical goals, he turned 
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again and again to the faith that he still had a call, that God 
was still granting him new insights and a crucial message.° 

Yet his activity issued from a costly resignation. If he 
wrote feverishly, he wrote with chastened expectations. He 
had come to distinguish between his own conviction and the 
mere “eidolon of it which words could convey,” and 
though he continued to work for communication, he was 
resigned to the idea that communication involved falsifica- 
tion. He lived by the inspirations of his solitude, reconciled 
to spiritual separation from his audience. Convinced of the 
truth of the Vicarious Sacrifice, he doubted only the ade- 
quacy of his expression. Listeners at this time found his de- 
livery like “a solitary meditation on his absorbing theme.”® 

The Civil War had seemed a vindication of his role. It 
figured in his thought as the culmination of the atomistic 
political theory which he had earlier condemned and which 
the nation had had to expiate in blood and suffering. As 
prophet he had been justified; now he must once again take 
on the prophet’s obligation to interpret, sustain, and direct 
the nation, which had become a conscious moral entity. 

Events had favored his reassertion of the ministry’s politi- 
cal prerogatives, for at last, anxious for military and moral 
unity, the public required leadership of the clergy. Further- 
more, the situation no longer forced a choice between the 
righteous emancipation of slaves or a pious acquiescence in 
the status quo. As the war joined the causes of the estab- 
lished government and the abolition of slavery, the uncom- 
fortable alternatives between which Bushnell’s political the- 
ory had oscillated were obliterated. At last, Christian duty 
pointed in only one direction. 

Bushnell welcomed his double enfranchisement. He spoke 
repeatedly in Hartford and once in Yale Chapel upon the 
war. By language and analogies he set the war within the 
Hebraic-Christian tradition. Perceiving the conflict through 
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Christian categories, he discovered in it condemnation and 
atonement. “We have, at last, come to the point where only 
blood . . . can resanctify what we have so loosely held and 
so badly desecrated.”* Interpreted through Christian sacri- 
fice and redemption, the war became for Bushnell a decisive, 
even a final, moment of America’s history, lifting the nation 
forever beyond secularism. For men of the next generation 
like Gladden and Abbott, the Civil War would be the first 
blow in the long battle for social perfection; to Bushnell, it 
revealed the eternal necessity for tragedy and bloodshed and 
pointed away from history to Christ’s eternal sacrifice. 

America had been transformed. The nation could no 
longer accept lightly the union it had purchased in pain, and 
the people could righteously participate in a government 
that had removed the sin of slavery. The promise of the 
times stretched toward an idyllic perfection, until perhaps 
government itself might disappear “in the freedom of a 
righteousness consummated in God.”® Unlike the next gen- 
eration of liberal ministers, Bushnell believed the way to the 
millennial society to be primarily blocked by individual, not 
by social, sin. The war had won the nation’s rectitude; men 
should now be free to turn their thoughts to their own sal- 
vation. Thus ordered by his faith, the Civil War did not 
deflect but reinforced Bushnell’s dedication to the task of 
delineating the “laws of the supernatural.” 

He had already assigned the world of science and history 
to its place in the Christian cosmogony; now he could de- 
vote himself to that higher economy where the laws of “the 
heart” obtained. In the emancipation of these later years, 
Bushnell thus returned to the familiar realm of the romantic 
sensibility, and his final major volume followed the bent of 
his conversion experience. Once again he was focusing upon 
the emotion of the Christian drama, and he sought the “po- 
etry” of the occasion.® Yet, though Vicarious Sacrifice re- 
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stated many doctrines of God in Christ, new discriminations 
had entered Bushnell’s thought. 

Like his favorite readings, Bushnell’s personal experience 
gathered his energies around the dilemma of Christian love. 
In his long struggle to commute the years of persecution 
and the bristling combativeness of his own temperament into 
a Christian temper, he had increasingly studied the uses and 
requirements of pain. In the chastened isolation, which, he 
felt, had brought him close to God, the question of religious 
knowledge had come to seem less crucial than the sacrificial 
suffering that stood at the center of Christianity. In this sac- 
rifice he was finding strange implications. Though he had 
long shared the common belief that the soul intuitively 
knew the right and that Christianity could readily be 
grasped by the untutored mind, at the end of his life he de- 
cided that missionary teaching was difficult, even impossible. 
For, though the heathen might easily apprehend a God of 
love, they would balk at the singular doctrine that God 
would seek after a corrupt humanity. “To believe that he 
comes after us through painstaking and sorrow would be 
very far off—ah, it is impossible.”?° 

In this perception of Christianity he felt that he had 
reached the climax of his religious experiences. “Now I lay 
hold of and appropriate the fact of God’s vicarious charac- 
ter in goodness, and of mine to be accomplished in Christ as 
a follower.”!! The conviction measured the troubled, alien- 
ated years since God in Christ. Now it had become clear 
that Christian existence could not be adequately appre- 
hended by the symbolic imagination; at the center of Chris- 
tianity stood the practical obligation of Christ’s exorbitant 
love and mysterious sacrifice. Caught by this strange vision, 
Bushnell contrasted the aesthetic and Christian emotions, 
which the “refined” contemporary Protestantism and _ his 
own God in Christ had so narrowly joined. Aesthetic love 
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required “only a natural capacity of sentiment” and spon- 
taneously issued from the full heart. But Christian love, 
which began with “the loss of all things,” broke into the 
heart only when it was destitute. 

Bushnell’s absorption in the love behind the atonement es- 
tranged him from his theological traditions and from Amer- 
ica’s immediate enthusiasms. The New England theology 
had not centered on the person or the sacrifice of Christ. 
From the time of Edwards’ ecstatic consent to “Being in 
General,” religious expectation had sought rather a selfless 
surrender to the divine order. Under Hopkins and his disci- 
ples, the test of regeneration had been the willing acceptance 
of personal damnation, if such damnation contributed to the 
fullness of God’s glory. Such lines of aspiration could not 
easily converge on the sacrifice of Christ. As it was drawn 
in testimonials in the Connecticut Evangelical Magazine, the 
pattern of nineteenth-century conversions identified penance 
with the sinner’s recognition of his own hostility to a limited 
atonement, and it deciphered regeneration in the penitent’s 
blissful acceptance of the divine order. 

True, the multiplication of theological speculation that 
followed Edwards issued in New England’s peculiar con- 
tribution to theology: the moral government theory of the 
atonement. Yet, though it dealt with Christ’s work, this 
New England “improvement” centered the experience of 
regeneration at a far remove from Christ’s work. For ac- 
cording to the New England school, Christ had died to make 
divine forgiveness consistent with the moral law which man 
had desecrated; his atonement made it possible for God to 
forgive men honorably but “had no bearing on our positive 
reward.” The sacrifice of Christ was irrelevant to the salva- 
tion of the individual sinner. “God grants regenerating grace 
to whom he pleases,” Emmons explained, “as an act of mere 
sovereignty, without any particular respect to the death or 
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atonement of Christ.” Under such a dispensation, the preach- 
er should perceive that his task was to show sinners God’s 
hate rather than His love, Emmons urged.” 

Though the more strategic Calvinism of Taylor avoided 
Emmons’ ferocity, he too failed to focus on the work of 
Christ. Like his predecessors, he could conceive no shorter 
way to religious experience than through knowledge of the 
total structure of God’s moral government. Though it was 
left to Unitarians and transcendentalists to suggest that 
Christ’s sacrifice was supererogatory, Connecticut orthodoxy 
found it equally superfluous for the central business of re- 
vivals. Taylor, Beecher, and their followers confronted sin- 
ners with the choice of moral obedience or damnation, 
knowing that every man would recognize the rule of right 
he might savingly follow. For every sinner was graced with 
the moral insights of common sense. i 

At another pole of American faith, where transcendental- 
ists reigned, the proofs of the benevolent structure of God’s 
government were not searched out with the passionate, vo- 
luminous logic of back-country professors. Yet transcen- 
dentalists were no more content than Edwards, Hopkins, or 
Taylor with a partial assault upon totality. “No bar or wall 
in the soul,” wrote Emerson, shut man from God. “The soul 
gives itself, alone, original, and pure, to the Lonely, Original, 
and Pure, who, on that condition, gladly inhabits, leads, and 
speaks through it.”1* If the necessary discipline was severe, 
still the soul could receive and apprehend that alien energy, 
which had its center everywhere and which had no circum- 
ference. Transcendentalists, like the Congregationalists they 
deplored, sought the revelation of the whole and disdained a 
mediated vision. 

In 1849 Bushnell had set forth the role of Christ in reli- 
gious perception; now he discovered in Christ’s work the 
unique Christian imperative. If he found little encourage- 
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ment for his Christology in his immediate America, he could 
comfort himself with the thought that not he but his culture 
was playing the provincial. In Germany Schleiermacher had 
initiated a new concern with Christ, and in England Fred- 
erick Maurice was centering the Gospel in Christ’s sacrifice. 
Bushnell could find in Maurice’s books, with which he had 
stocked his library, the central figure of a suffering God in 
a condemned world. Though he never shared Maurice’s in- 
terest in the Judaic-Christian dispensation, Bushnell found in 
The Doctrine of Sacrifice the idea that only God’s sacrificial 
descent could redeem a corrupt world and turn the human 
spirit from its self-will and isolation. By this fellowship of 
conviction, Bushnell was saved from total eccentric isolation 
and from what he dreaded more: from identification with 
the long-winded, outmoded orthodoxy of rural Connecticut. 

For, within America, Bushnell’s harsh picture of the world 
was singular. Unitarians had basked in a genteel and kindly 
universe; later, transcendentalists had preached the acces- 
sible beatitude of union with the Infinite; most recently, 
young radicals were glorying in the evolutionary sequences 
of the natural world. Yet, though Emerson promised that 
the unmediated reception of nature might bring absolution, 
the universe seemed to Bushnell to be so antagonistic to God 
that it baffled any such ecstasy of surrender. No human 
beatitude could be won without the intervening grace of 
God. Nor could Bushnell trace the history of redemption in 
the upward surge of evolutionary progress. The universe 
was “essentially tragic. With a fall and an overspreading 
curse at the beginning, and a cross in the middle, and a glory 
and shame at the end.”’!4 

As Bushnell settled down to isolation and as he accepted 
his personal communion with God, his conviction of dispar- 
ity between God and the world intensified. He was ready to 
agree in 1866 that the story of the fall might be myth, not 
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describing but giving form and significance to historical 
fact; but he insisted that experience revealed that man was 
fallen and the world corrupt. Occasionally he saw a radical 
disjunction between God and His creation. The perception, 
so strange to his century, opened for his amazement the na- 
ture of divine love. The Christian God could only be known 
through His inexplicable sacrifice of Himself for an “ac- 
cursed thing.” 

The antithesis between creature and Creator promised to 
undermine the common-sense rationalism upon which Tay- 
lor’s theology had been built. In these later years Bushnell’s 
hostility to Taylor re-emerged in full force, giving his spec- 
ulations a welcome target. He volubly assaulted the moral- 
government theory, repeating that a just God could not 
vindicate the moral law through the sufferings of innocence. 
Taylor’s governmental analogies, which had met the enthu- 
siasms of fledgling republicans, failed to satisfy the moral 
absolutism of the romantic temper. For Bushnell, as for Em- 
erson and Thoreau, the highest ethical order transcended 
and might even subvert political obligations. God’s intrinsic 
being, grace, and faith, Bushnell asserted, could never be 
apprehended under political analogies. 

True, man’s fall initiated the penal sequences of the natu- 
ral order, which were the discipline of moral government. 
But grace and faith annulled the political bond, restoring 
man to a communion with God which obliterated all ques- 
tion of retributions and rewards. Love and mercy consti- 
tuted the essential, immediate nature of God; justice and 
punishment were governmental devices necessitated by man’s 
fall. As in the beginning God had been united to innocent 
man, so through the atonement He surpassed governmental 
strategies and restored the possibility of a union of perfect 
love. Once again man and God could meet in a free moral 
bond that made the pleasure-pain calculus of God’s com- 
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mon government superfluous. With grace, man renewed his 
relationship with the intrinsic Godhead and by this recovery 
achieved a Christian liberty. 

The law at the center of existence was not political but 
sentimental; it was the law of love. A necesssity in the di- 
vine nature, crossed by the evil and need of a fallen world, 
issued in sacrifice. For there was ‘‘a Gethsemane hid in all 
love,” and Christ’s agony expressed the essential sorrow of 
passion. “By that sign it was that God’s love broke into the 
world, and Christianity was born.”?° 

Like Taylor, Bushnell glimpsed in God’s transcendence a 
Being whose reliable morality spared man both perplexity 
and dread, although new tensions played through Bushnell’s 
dialectic. He claimed that the love behind the atonement 
was the clear, universal law of love; yet he spoke of God’s 
compassion “breaking” upon the world and of the revela- 
tion brought by Christ. He required an odd double vision of 
human intuition, by which man was at once to understand 
the orderly processes of good moral government and at the 
same time to apprehend the politically subversive law of 
virtue which enjoined an unsettling love. Gladly as Bushnell 
might have rested in these ambiguities, no such serene hazi- 
ness was to be permitted him. But the challenge came later, 
and from a more sophisticated quarter than Connecticut: 
from the redoubtable North American Review. 

While he was writing Vicarious Sacrifice, however, his 
familiar enemy figured as the New England theology. For 
Bushnell was attacking convictions New England logic had 
fostered for over half a century. His argument and poetry 
rested on the moments when moral government was broken. 
Sporadically but savingly in the history of the world, the 
retributive sequences of justice had been interrupted by 
love. Only these jolting intrusions upon nature’s orderly 
penal sequences freed man for a Christian love. 
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Bushnell’s protest, like his conversion, was rooted in the 
cultural preferences of his time. He could not use a political 
rationale for the faith he had seized by “the heart,” and syl- 
logisms similarly failed to appease the needs of many of his 
contemporaries. The sensibility that had provided a market 
for Mrs. Hemans and Mrs. Sigourney, for Sir Walter Scott 
and Lord Byron, for landscape paintings, gift books, and 
Jenny Lind, had for decades been giving the Taylorite cos- 
mogony an archaic appearance. The preaching suited to 
Taylor’s theology, Bushnell complained, produced a piety 
miserably lacking in “the graceful affections, . . . great senti- 
ments, . . . inspirations.” To a generation which had trem- 
bled with Mrs. Hemans, which had puzzled over and ap- 
plauded Emerson, and which had read Carlyle, no further 
indictment was required. Describing herself as “an aspen 
leaf, ever trembling to the rush of some quick feeling,” Mrs. 
Hemans portrayed the spiritual susceptibility to which gift- 
book poets and readers aspired. Clearly, as Bushnell an- 
nounced, God had “made the world .. . for the great senti- 
ments it will... bring into play.”?” By mid-century, Bushnell 
was ready with a theology that could meet the cravings of 
the romantic temper. 

Possibly he had already waited too long. The realism of 
Howells, Twain, Lowell, De Forrest, and local colorists was 
gradually informing literary preferences. Popular Darwin- 
ism and business expansion were about to make the struggle 
for survival seem the unique expedient of progress. Yet, 
however gloomy the portents, Bushnell articulated a theol- 
ogy suited to the experiences that a more romantic era had 
conventionalized. 

Bushnell’s own interests had narrowed and intensified since 
the 1840’s, when he first addressed himself to a generation 
of tender sensibilities. Now his thoughts tirelessly circled 
around the joined necessities of love and pain. On its higher 
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literary levels, American romanticism had been too con- 
cerned with individual freedom, pride, or sin to investigate 
the uses of love. Yet conventions were available. In popular 
novels and gift books, the dramatic power of sacrificial love 
had been explored. In Hope Leslie, even the villain, as he 
glowered over his victim, was touched by compassion. Be- 
trayed heroines commonly died “pure, innocent, and lov- 
ing,” praying for their malefactors. “Father, forgive him!” 
whispered the abused Maria in “The Betrayed.” “He knew 
not what he did.”’ Middle-class romanticism facilitated Bush- 
nell’s concentration upon suffering love, and his exegesis 
bore the marks of this pervasive literature. In one sermon, 
he made the self-sacrificing love of a mother the type of 
Christ’s sacrifice.1§ 

The gospel of the heart, the aesthetics of the responsive 
sensibility, focused on the suffering Savior. “We look on him 
whom we have pierced, and we are pierced ourselves.” 
Bushnell was after a religious formulation that could re- 
kindle the passion familiar to those who felt the Great 
Awakening. But the agony in which redemption might be 
born was not to rise from the perception of hell or God’s 
wrath, nor from the sinner’s contrition that he had broken 
the moral law; the anguish would be for the divine martyr- 
dom that man incessantly caused. 

Known guilt and redemptive sorrow attached to the image 
of the crucified God. The Cross was the sole symbol that 
could gather and resolve the antinomies of Christian feeling. 
Nature could never express the antagonism or the union of 
sin and mercy, but the Crucifixion communicated to our 
“guilty feeling” the righteousness and mercy of God. 

The image of divinity was reshaped to meet the require- 
ments of the heart. God’s total nature was ‘an immense 
sensibility”; without such emotional vulnerability, He would 
be unworthy of reverence. Christ necessarily suffered for 
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man’s sin, for goodness itself was “nothing but a perfect 
feeling.”*° As God was love, He required no sacrifice to 
reconcile Himself to man; the atonement was not to pro- 
pitiate God, but to reveal His mercy to a fearful humanity. \ 
Such a divinity could not act as a complacent watchmaker 
or a ubiquitous Oversoul, for the world Bushnell projected 
made harsh demands. Sin, suffering, disharmony, and death 
sustained the unremitting pain at the center of divinity. 

The measure of man, as well as that of God, was taken in 
his emotional accessibility. Since Christ came to reconcile 
man to God, the efficient means of grace was the receptive 
sensibility. Only through the emotions could men apprehend 
God and achieve salvation. Regeneration required the good- 
ness of “perfect feeling”; repentance, conversion, and sanc- 
tification hinged upon man’s possibilities before the agony 
of Christ. : 

But the saving response was not easily won, for the Christ 
offered to faith was difficult to apprehend. A stubborn hon- 
esty informed Bushnell’s reading of the New Testament, and 
as he perused Jesus’ history, he acknowledged an odd tale, 
which mixed the sublime and the grotesque. The whole was 
a biography of “sorrow, suffering, sacrifice, death, a paradox 
of ignominy and grandeur not easily solved.” The conclu- 
sion seemed “dark, if not weak,” and the story held “severi- 
ties, and repellencies and discouraging tokens.” Christ cut a 
lonely and eccentric figure among the great men of history. 
“So that if we speak of heroes, we are tempted to say that 
he is no hero at all, or else the only hero.” So dark was the 
story that faith depended upon the Resurrection, for unless 
Christ had risen, He was only a “defeated and prostrate man, 
covered with unutterable ignominy.”’?+ 

Thus Bushnell again encountered the Jesus who signally 
failed to conform to the morality of the capitalist ethic: a 
stranger who concerned himself with loathsome infirmities; 
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who lived in passivity, meekness, and dejection; who spent 
his love indiscriminately on all mankind. Christ’s victory was 
not easily known; the law of love he obeyed seemed a “law 
of revelation,” not of intuition, and his claim to be Savior 
could be justified only if history were transvalued by the 
Resurrection. 

Reviews of the Vicarious Sacrifice must have quickly in- 
formed Bushnell of a growing estrangement from public 
opinion. The laws of an atemporal redemption did not ex- 
cite intellectuals, who were intrigued by the progressive 
march of evolution. James Freeman Clark tolerantly re- 
minded readers of the Christian Examiner that they should 
not consider a question obsolete just because it was tedious, 
and he excused Bushnell’s laborious, “ridiculous” effort as a 
necessary lesson for the foolish few who still doubted God’s 
friendliness to man.?2 

The North American Review proved less clement. Bush- 
nell’s theory of Christian love was madness. Love was always 
proportionate to merit; to suggest that God had expended 
compassion upon an ignoble humanity insulted the Deity. 
It was an “outrage upon all love, Divine as well as human, to 
suppose that its subject is ever in... disaccord . . . with its 
object.” Only maternal, friendly, and patriotic affections 
were natural and acceptable. The love of a good man for a 
bad man was contrary to nature, perverted, and impossible, 
Christ himself could not have intended the command to love 
one’s enemies to be taken seriously.?# 

The North American Review thus assaulted the last out- 
post of Bushnell’s truce with common sense. Its indictment 
of Christian sacrifice was lucid and total. Henceforth Bush- 
nell would find it difficult to rest in the easy insistence on 
the identity between the Christian ethic and universal moral 
intuitions. Bushnell’s antagonist aligned natural law, rational 
preference, and common sense against the process and obli- 
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gations of a divine atonement. As he faced this new antithe- 
sis between nature and the supernatural, Bushnell needed 
what help he could find in America’s past or present. 

Contemporary allies were scarce. In Boston in 1867 and 
1868 the popular spokesman for liberal orthodoxy, Mark 
Hopkins, lectured on “The Law of Love” and integrated 
self-love and benevolence in one cohesive pattern of “ra- 
tional love.”** But Bushnell did not stop with Hopkins. The 
scathing critique of the North American sent him back to 
Jonathan Edwards, where he found what he could scarcely 
have discovered in later New England thought: reinforce- 
ment for his hesitant belief that the natural and spiritual 
orders were discrete and alien from each other. 

In 1870 Bushnell gave a sermon which was an unequivocal 
commitment. Invoking the distinctions of Edwards’ “Nature 
of True Virtue,” he presented the Christian Gospel as op- 
posed to the instinctive decisions of the mind. Thus for the 
first time since Edwards, a major American preacher insisted 
on the discrepancy between the possibilities of natural, and 
the injunctions of Christian, love. 

Following Edwards, Bushnell contrasted Christian affec- 
tion with the “natural love” which was rooted in self-inter- 
est. Instinctive love issued in facsimiles of virtue: self-regard; 
the “sentiment of kind,” which united groups and nations; 
and the parental love man shared with animals. Like Ed- 
wards, Bushnell denied that the love of “natural beauty” 
was a virtuous affection. Nor did the love of character bear 
the peculiar grace of virtue. “For it is the very nature of 
mind... to be attracted by goodness and beauty. . . . The 
worst ... mind has sensibilities that are drawn or taken by 
what is lovely.” 

The secluded, insistent pursuit of Christian meanings had 
been costly. Though popular susceptibility to the categories 
of “the heart” had earlier lighted the course over which 
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Bushnell searched out the atonement’s significance, the route 
had ended in sharp reversal. For Christian knowledge the 
aesthetic sensibility was useless. The love of God which par- 
alleled the admiration of “a moral landscape” was only a 
kind of “lofty self-indulgence.”*> The isolation of failure, 
the vigilant scrutiny of Christ’s sacrifice, had cut Bushnell off 
from the gentility of gift-book romanticism and from the 
easy suspirations of the “theology of the feelings.” He had 
broken at last with the refined Calvinism which he and his 
colleagues had forged to meet the stringencies of social 
revolution. 

Edwards had aided his escape, but Bushnell did not pro- 
test with the voice of Edwards only. Much as he leaned 
upon Edwards’ distinction between natural and true virtue, 
the central point of his analysis was different, and of the 
two, Bushnell’s was the more peculiarly Christian. 

Edwards had measured virtue by the “consent to Being.” 
No particular love was of value unless it derived from the 
“generally benevolent temper of the heart.” Natural love, 
reaching only specific beings, had nothing to do with virtue. 
But true benevolence, once achieved, ascended through a 
series of rational preferences. A “secondary ground” of be- 
nevolence lay in the value of the object loved. Complacency, 
or delight in moral beauty, heightened the benevolent love 
that constituted true virtue, and in this “secondary ground 
of benevolence,” proportionate to the object’s worth, all 
true moral beauty consisted. 

Bushnell did not begin with an analysis of the necessary 
qualities of virtue; he began with the definition of love set 
by Christ’s sacrifice. The primary motion of Christian love 
was not consent but the dialectic interplay of revulsion and 
mercy. Christian love was a “condemning or abhorring 
love,” without complacency in its object, “loving . . . across 
the gulf of displacency and disgust .. . , loving creatures 
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morally unlovely.” In his ordered ae of virtue, Edwards 
had provided for rational antagonisms; “af there be any Be- 
ing ...an enemy to Being in General, then . . . the truly 
virtuous heart” would “forsake that Being, and . . . oppose 
it.”26 But Bushnell insisted that divine love obliterated the 
hierarchies of complacency; otherwise man would never 
have known it. 

The ecstatic union with Being, which Edwards had expe- 
rienced and Emerson had recaptured, was to Bushnell won 
through an inexplicable, infinite mercy. Only a love that 
took no account of rational preference, that spent itself 
upon the ugly, the inimical, the repulsive, could have made 
an occasion fit for ecstasy in the world. Christ’s life revealed 
the strange impetus and relentless exactions of this love and 
burdened man with the duty of a similar compassion.?* 

Forced to choose between a coherent, graduated love and 
the disordering, spontaneous passion figured in the atone- 
ment, Bushnell delineated the Christian agape. His choice 
was singular, sustained neither by American tradition nor by 
the immediate intellectual enthusiasms where future beliefs 
bred. Emerson’s assertion that from nature the spirit could 
win knowledge of the eternal and his belief that all life was 
pervaded by upward-sweeping power were closer to the 
time. Where Bushnell proclaimed man’s narrow escape from 
tragedy, bought by the death of God, Emerson chanted to 
the “quick cause” of efficient nature, which reached “from 
particles and spicular . . . to the highest symmetries, arriving 
at consummate results without a shock or a leap.” “Nature” 
sang of an ascending power active through all the varied 
shapes of life. 

And striving to be man the worm 

Ascends through all the spires of form.?8 
Unlike Bushnell’s sermon, Emerson’s couplet was soon to 
appear prophetic. The evolutionary chain of being captured 
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the imagination of the next generation, and its progressive 
sequences could not accommodate the disjunctions that for 
Bushnell had revealed the essential nature of God and man. 

To achieve his singular perception, Bushnell had needed 
isolation. In 1866 a group of Unitarians and transcendental- 
ists formed the Free Religious Association, which proposed 
to study Darwinism, in 1869 John Fiske accepted President 
Eliot’s invitation to give a course of lectures at Harvard on 
positivism. ‘I’o Bushnell the emerging intellectual climate was 
puzzling. For the first time since he had begun his pastorate, 
he spent four years without conceiving a heretical message 
with which to inspire and anger the world. He had no ready 
conceptual structure within which he could accommodate 
the new Darwinian science, and he wrote his postwar vol- 
umes as if Darwinism or positivism had never existed. 

Two brief articles revealed that he was not oblivious of 
the new doctrines. But, unable to adjust them to his own 
perspective and reluctant to dismiss the new faith entirely, 
he ignored the ethic of sacrifice in his articles, just as he 
ignored evolution in his longer works. He was convinced 
that evolution jeopardized religion, yet he found it difficult 
to choose weapons against his latest adversaries. Darwin and 
Spencer construed the universe as indifferent to man and 
dared to ignore the instinctive human preferences that had 
bullied theologians throughout the century. Bushnell was 
ready with concessions. He would agree that the flood was 
local; that in the second coming the earth could not be 
burned, since matter was incombustible; that humanity came 
from many races. But how, after the strain of his own ac- 
commodations, could he accept or even understand this new 
philosophy and this new public, which accepted such an 
ignominious past and such sordid prospects without a “shock 
of recoil or disturbed sensibility’’? 

From early manhood and during the difficult years while 
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he worked for a hearing, Bushnell had schooled himself by 
the age’s decree that human nature was the proper measure 
of the truth. Now religion was being shaken by a philosophy 
that defied the first laws of democratic logic and persuasion. 
For obviously, “if we have to choose between the eternity 
of Blunder and the eternity of God, it will not be difficult | 
to settle our preferences.”*? Persistence in such odd perver- 
sity would stop the mouth of eloquence. Faintly, Bushnell 
may have heard the knell of the era which had been his own. 

In his baffled, frenzied effort to destroy the new creed 
Bushnell accepted the theory of progress, urging only that 
an immanent God directed the process and guaranteed the 
world’s eventual perfection. Progress had been a keynote of 
the age he had known and sometimes feared; it seemed to 
be the one commitment he now shared with alien times. 
Bushnell’s offensive invoked the central ‘concept of evolu- 
tion, seeking only to proclaim the necessity of a God for 
reliable progress. Within the strategy he had chosen, Chris- 
tian agape was supernumerary. 

But the new order of facts and theory was eccentric to 
his interest. If Darwin and Spencer absorbed most intellec- 
tuals during the 1870’s and 1880's, they did not hold Bush- 
nell’s attention. He was waiting for a direct personal inspi- 
ration; in 1870 revelation came. Jubilantly he wrote that he 
had had a communion with God more intense than ever be- 
fore. The vision answered an insatiable need, for inspiration 
had become Bushnell’s vocation. Now at last he had been 
granted “a new and most grand element in the conception 
of Christ’s reconciling mission. I have had it burning in me 
as a most welcome fire.” Once again he was justified by the 
promise of an original message; he had still the task of quick- 
ening theology with fresh perceptions. Insistently he de- 
scribed the book as “the newest thing” he had done.*° 

Yet more than ever he felt estranged, his audience un- 
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known and undefined. He had endured four unproductive 
years during which he heard much of the “new radicalism.” 
But when his vision finally came, it bypassed evolution. He 
was left with harassing fears. He dreaded that his solitude 
might have “excavated” and “undermined” his very being; 
he felt as “one shooting in the dark.” Perhaps his long, soli- 
tary vigil had brought him only to spiritual vacancy; yet he 
was ardent to testify. “Where is my public?” he asked. 
“How shall I put this or that to be rightly taken?”?! 

The contempt of the North American Review had been 
unsettling. Though Bushnell defiantly stated the paradox of 
Christian love in the privacy of Hartford, Forgiveness and 
the Law stressed the identity between human and divine 
morality. Bushnell had been pricked by the necessity for 
originality, but Forgiveness and Law primarily repeated fa- 
miliar doctrines: the reconciliation of man to God by 
Christ’s suffering, the universal principles of obligation, the 
spontaneous quality of sanctification. 

One new idea informed the book, reflecting Bushnell’s 
personal struggles. Human | experience, he wrote, proved the 
impossibility of forgiveness unless the wronged party_took 
on himself the - experiences of-his-malefactor. If God were 
to free Himself of. His anger with man, He had_to identify 
Himself with sinners. By assuming t their "pain, He could for- 
give their wrong. If Bushnell’s transition from human to 
Agnew was facile, he had at last discovered an explanation of 
the atonement which started from God’s necessities rather 
than man’s. That in the process he had reduced God to the 
measure of man did not trouble him and would not trouble 
the generation that followed him. 

Two years after publication of Forgiveness and the Law 
Bushnell died, working, characteristically, on a new aspect 
of Christian truth. He had been contributing a series of 
articles to the Independent on prayer, and his new manu- 
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script, as if still answering Parker, centered on the possibility 
of a continual influx of the divine spirit into the receptive 
mind. The uncompleted, vague, and inconclusive manuscript 
boasted of its lack of plan. A series of thoughts on the Holy 
Spirit, the essay largely ignored Christ to exult in the inspi- 
rations that flowed freely from the Spirit to the human soul 
and brought man his highest fulfilment. 

It is impossible to unite all the centrifugal messages inspir- 
ing the last decades of Bushnell’s life. He had never sought 
consistency; now less than ever did it trouble him, though 
his years seemed congenial to summary and a final ordering. 
This extravagant indifference that scattered his thoughts re- 
flected the discipline he had learned from his time. Seeking 
the ‘comprehensive truth—which included all dogmas, the 
formless reality which was the realm of spirit, he held the 
antitheses of his thought with an imperturbable flexibility. 
He longed to be suggestive, not definitive. 

Bushnell passed the last two decades of his life in the free- 
dom of many finalities. His career had taken fixed form; he 
had few driving professional fears or expectations. The pug- 
nacity of orthodoxy had waned with time, and, despite 
orthodoxy, a substantial number of books testified to his 
originality and his fame. If he had known failure, hatred, 
and frustrated ambitions, he also felt that he had known 
God. A white beard and long white hair framed the bony, 
emaciated face; the eyes, remote and unappeased, dominated 
his sharp, prominent nose and straight, thin mouth. If his pic- 
tures do not present the face of complete success, neither do 
they suggest defeat, but rather an austere resignation, hardly 
won. “His general bearing was that of one whom life had 
chastened to the utmost.’’32 

In the emancipation of these later years Bushnell dedicated 
himself to transcendent concerns. His interest was more 
narrowly theological than ever before. If his scrutiny of the 
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atonement led him back to “the heart,’ which had been the 
starting point of his faith, he came to his subject transformed 
by the stress of persecution and partial failure. The situation, 
too, had changed. He could concentrate his energy upon 
the central doctrine of Christian belief without the distrac- 
tion of widening opportunities. 

His freedom issued in an understanding of the essential 
quality of Christianity, for which he owed little to his time 
and for which the time was neither ready nor eager. His 
perception did not bring him unstinting acclaim or a follow- 
ing, and consequently, it could not—even in these last years— 
bring him the peace of a final commitment. Yet the concept 
of Christian love that inspired Vicarious Sacrifice, and even 
more the 1870 sermon, stands as evidence of the unyielding 
search for Christianity made by a lonely, dogged, peregrine 
old man. 
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x. The Uses of Theology 


In seventeenth-century New England the preacher’s voca- 
tion was fixed by general consent. Called by a church of 
saints to teach the Gospel, he knew that the Reformed faith 
expounded in Calvin, Ames, and Perkins, ordered by Ramus’ 
logic, and presented in a plain style, would re-establish the 
true church at the center of history. Chosen by God to 
reveal to the world a Holy Commonwealth, he and his peo- 
ple stood before men as in a “city set on a hill.” Bound with 
his church and society in a divine covenant, he was impelled 
and assured by the august exigency of his shared commit- 
ment. 

By 1831, when Bushnell started to prepare for the voca- 
tion he had hesitantly chosen, no such defined sphere was 
available to the minister. The community had expanded to 
a republic, which heroes of various religions had gloriously 
led, and the once cohesive deposit of New England faith 
was scattered. Within the limits of his opportunities and 
ability, Bushnell had to define his calling. 

There was no way of finding a definitive role until he 
had discovered his audience and a language and procedure 
suited to them. As a minister, he belonged to a Taylorite 
Association and a General Association where Taylorites 
and ‘Tylerites formed a tense, unstable union. His church 
was split between orthodox and liberals. And beyond Hart- 
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ford were the middle classes, who believed in reform, self- 
improvement, and gentility, who were nervous and nostalgic 
about the faith of their fathers, who were affronted by Cal- 
vinistic accusations and bored by theology. / 

Given Bushn nell’s. temperament, the situation-was-difficult. 
Though he was pugnacious, independent, irascible, he lacked 
the dogmatism and toughness necessary for prolonged com- 
bat. He hoped to include all groups in the g generous compre- 
hensiveness of his p position; but as he formulated the doc- 
trines in which-he longed to unite all extremes, he found he 
had chiefly succeeded in becoming an enemy to be crushed 
or an odd, interesting stranger to be politely neglected. 

Still he tried to devise a theology that could fasten the 
restive religious loyalties-of the middle classes. In-an_age of 
oratory, his fame and influence naturally began with lec- 
tures. In 1847, on New York and Boston rostrums, he set 
the image of the refined East against a primitive West, and 
the East gave quick applause. “Such was the revelation in 
him of power... that this Boston community . . . was eager 
as one man for his voice, and willing to travel at his touch,” 
Bartol wrote, recalling the impact of “Barbarism, the First 
Danger.”? The 1840’s were years of perturbing promise: of 
Unitarian blandishments, of invitations to lecture, and of the 
sharp isolating grace of vision. 

The temper of his audience was romantic, and Bushnell’s 
own sensibility had been shaped by the sentimental prefer- 
ences of the age. Accordingly, he prized spontaneous im- 
pulsés over forced control, the imagination over the reason, 
individual insight over formulated tradition,.the heart over 
the he head. Yet by continually checking the egotistic exuber- 
ance 6 Of romantic individualism, he held his romanticized 
theology within a Christian framework. Christian Nurture 
did not advocate giving free rein to the child’s native im- 
pulses but insisted upon the necessary discipline of habit. If 
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God in Christ offered ‘““God not so much to the. . . logical 
understanding as to the imagination and . . . esthetic appre- 
hension of faith,” the book also maintained that only tradi- 
tional Christian symbols could keep man from substituting 
the indulgence of his ego for the experience of religion.” 

But Bushnell did not witness a renaissance of faith con- 
ceived as the symbolic assault upon human experience. As 
Emerson had noted, the age was not symbolic, and by the 
1850’s it was evident that science, invention, and progress 
had captured popular imagination. Bushnell next worked to 
integrate geological discoveries and a new view of humanity 
within Christian cosmogony. Nature and the Supernatural 
described a fallen universe in which man in his freedom, 
power, and sin stood distinct from nature and in which God 
had descended to save a corrupt humanity. 

The years after Nature and the Supernatural brought final 
severances. Once again Bushnell discovered he had not 
roused a party to a crusading faith. Now, separated from 
his church, he sought his vocational call in immediate reve- 
lations. He centered his thoughts on the sacrificial love of 
Christ. Remote at last from the shifting intellectual currents 
of the time, he found justification in an intimate sense of 
God. 

Throughout most of his career, Bushnell strenuously at- 
tempted to meet the preferences of his public, but he never 
unbent_ enough for—an—intoxicating success. ‘Although his 
American public preferred his sermons to his longer vol- 
umes, he continued to turn out theological treatises. Even 
the sermons of Christ and His Salvation exhausted the At- 
lantic Monthly. “This power of penetrating thought, so 
determined as .. . to wear a look of doggedness, this analysis 

. which is almost fanatical in its desire to get at the... 
reason of everything,” betrayed an inconsiderate zeal. De- 
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spite the complaints of reviewers, Bushnell could not stop 
his probing, exacting inquiry.’ 

Bushnell in the last event carved out a peculiar role. He 
had not essayed a systematic moral philosophy, which cus- 
tomarily made textbooks rather than common reading, but 
neither had he been content to skitter anecdotes, paradoxes, 
and truisms before the public. He felt the need to impose 
explicit assumptions and order upon the fragmentary pref- 
erences of the time, and he set the whole within the confines 
of Christian theology. Because of these mixed necessities, his 
work stands with peculiar dignity in the history of Ameri- 
can religious thought. He mapped the course by which ortho- 
doxy was moving toward liberal Protestantism.. The mech- 
anism of the movement was largely the romantic sensibility; 
its momentum derived from the proud experiment in de- 
mocracy and the mobility of a changing economy. Bush- 
nell’s vocation and personal biography bound his fortunes 
with those of the middle classes, and from his sharp knowIl- 
edge of his world he created works responsive enough to 
reflect the time’s upheavals, yet searching enough to endure 
and reward the light of scrutiny. 


Disappointed in his lifetime, Bushnell had hoped for an 
audience in the future. But new issues perplexed the suc- 
ceeding generation, disturbed by the implications of evolu- 
tion and the impact of industrialism. Bushnell’s symbolism 
and his critique of naturalism seemed unseasonable. His ex- 
-altation of the family, however, and his faith in the Anglo- 
Saxon stock suited the science of later generations, and his 
Christ-centered theology projected for Christian reformers 
a vision of God which, they hoped, would move men to a 
wise, effective compassion. 

Darwinism set the first test for sophisticated Protestant 
thought in the latter part of the century. By the 1880’s theo- 
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logians could no longer dismiss evolution as atheism, and 
liberal Congregationalists set about accommodating religion 
to the evolutionary picture of the world. Evolutionary proc- 
esses seemed to provide a key to society, to history, and 
to the ways of God. Ministers came to Bushnell with ques- 
tions and enthusiasms set by evolution, and their primary 
evolutionary concern delimited his possible influence. Meta- 
phors derived from evolution shaped the religious percep- 
tions of progressive pastors: “It is perfectly clear,’ Wash- 
ington Gladden wrote Lyman Abbott, “that our theology 
must adjust itself to evolutionary conceptions, we can not 
now think in any other terms.”* It proved increasingly hard 
to focus upon the fall of man or upon a unique redemptive 
event in which the eternal crossed time. By evolutionary 
theory, the line of development was nowhere so jagged. 

Fvolution brought new methods of judgment and evalu-_ 
ation, which obtained within the history of nature and re- 
quired no transcendent illuminations. The fallen world of 
Nature and the Supernatural had disappeared; the universe 
itself was engaged in redemptive processes, carrying man 
in its beneficent upward surge. God was best manifested in 
the total sweep of evolution, and Christianity proved itself 
by winning out in the struggle for survival to be “the fittest 
religion.” 

The traditional idea of sin was revised to cohere with 
humanity’s arduous but triumphal ascent up the chain of 
being. Later theologians spoke infrequently of man’s rebel- 
lion against God but defined sin rather as failure to fulfil 
evolutionary designs. To Andover’s George Harris, sin was 
“departure from the type,” while for Lyman Abbott, Minot 
Savage, Henry Ward Beecher, it was a relapse into animal 
appetite and passion, in which man betrayed the rationality 
the race had so hardly won.® 

For Bushnell, man’s hope of salvation depended upon his 
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guilty penitence before Christ, but the new ethic seemed to 
require intelligent adaptation more than contrition. Savage 
considered evil to be the same thing as maladjustment, and 
George Harris promised that the good man would win in 
the struggle for survival, since morality was nothing but 
“natural selection.”” No transcendent God was needed to 
condemn poor adaptation, which evolutionary law handily 
penalized.® : 

The idea of regeneration was similarly reformed. To 
Beecher, who preached the “sin of violating the natural laws 
of health,” regeneration was a natural stage of man’s growth, 
while Josiah Strong and George Gordon based millennial 
hopes on the evolution of the brain. A speech praising Bush- 
nell’s Christian Nurture in 1902 pointed out that childhood 
training could so modify brain tissue that moral adulthood 
would be guaranteed.” 

Certain of Bushnell’s theories tallied with the new evolu- 
tionary emphases. In the unsettlement of these years, when 
many ministers felt they had to revise or give up their faith, 
theologians searched America’s religious tradition for modes 
of rational belief. If the times seemed so inimical that Glad- 
den in 1899 devoted a book to the question “What Is Left 
of the Old Doctrines?” he and his fellows clung to what- 
ever seemed viable in their inherited faith and found in many 
of Bushnell’s ideas an escape from outmoded dogma. 

The men first unsettled by evolutionary theories were 
largely educated in America; sooner or later most of them 
complained that their theological education had proved in- 
adequate. Several of such troubled, unprepared young min- 
isters discovered a tenable faith in Bushnell. Stull widely 
suspect as a heretic, he appealed to their own alienation from 
orthodoxy. “I could not have remained in the ministry an 
honest man,” Gladden testified, “if it had not been for him.... 
If I have had any gospel to preach during the last thirty-five 
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years, it is because he led me into the light and joy of it.” 
Embattled in his small Haverhill parish, Theodore Munger 
was comforted and inspired by Bushnell’s successive books, 
which brought new foundations for faith and confounded 
orthodoxy. In Bushnell he found a deeper meaning given 
the Gospel than the “arbitrary one” which prevailed.® 

By the 1890’s and 1900's Bushnell’s works were listed in 
the catalogues of Oberlin, Drew, the General Theological 
Seminary, Yale, Bangor, Union, and Andover. Eugene Ly- 
man testified that in the 1870’s he was brought up in the 
prevalent theology of Bushnell, while George Gordon found 
that Bushnell’s ideas pervaded Connecticut religion in the 
1880’s.9 

But though Bushnell was studied, quoted, and praised, he 
did not dominate later thought, which selected from his 
works the ideas congenial to its prior commitments. Dar- 
winism allowed little play for transcendent transvaluations, 
and the felt disparity between God and man which had 
qualified Bushnell’s humanism was deplored by his admirers. 
Theodore Munger regretted that his master had derogated 
nature to exalt the supernatural, while John Buckham la- 
mented that Bushnell never understood the nature evolution 
had revealed. In many respects Bushnell was outmoded. 
“We are not now interested,” Munger explained, “except 
in an antiquarian’s way, in the discussion by which one 
view or another of the atonement was upheld.” Though 
Gladden found Bushnell’s essay on language a “novum or- 
ganon,” he had no further use for symbolic theory once 
he had been freed by Bushnell’s doctrine from narrow for- 
mulas. Neither he nor his contemporaries concerned them- 
selves with structures of meaning irrelevant to scientific fact. 
Science could lend no status to symbol or myth, and its 
impact was too stunning for apologists to hazard unsanc- 
tioned methods of belief. Criticizing Bushnell’s dismissal of 


162 


THE USES OF THEOLOGY 


“scientific theology,’ George Gordon announced that ob- 
viously the “unverifiable” could not form a part of “reason- 
able faith.’’!° 

Aspects of Bushnell’s theology nonetheless proved persua- 
sive to the next generations. Progressive theologians were 
delighted with Bushnell’s insistence upon a passible Deity, 
bound by “the universal laws of moral obligation.” The 
vistas of evolutionary struggle did not disturb the certainty 
that man was God’s most reliable judge, and George Gordon 
and Washington Gladden centered their teaching in the 
moral God Bushnell had celebrated. Certain that God per- 
vaded all all stages « of life, liberal theologians ‘minimized the 
orthodox concept ‘of sudden conversion and welcomed the 
emphasis upon. slow growth i in virtue, which they found i in 
fined en ait the evolutionary esjellter where redemp- 
tion lay. “Is not the universal and noble passion of parental 
love,” asked Gordon, “the cord by which even the brute 
world is bound to the heart of God?” By the end of the 
century, Presbyterians and Congregationalists were testify- 
ing to the demise of the doctrine of sudden, violent conver- 
sions. Gladden was typical in his Bushnellian insistence that 
a “mother’s holy love” could transfigure and redeem the 
“child’s soul.” 

The family seemed to stand as a fixed, incontrovertible 
value in the social and industrial upheavals of the new cen- 
tury. Francis Peabody expected the solution to the religious 
problems of the age once the family was recognized as “the 
type of God’s Kingdom,” while Walter Rauschenbusch saw 
in the family an.institution already redeemed and incorpo- 
rated the promise of Christian Nurture in his Theology for 
the Social Gospel.}? 

Like Bushnell, later liberal Congregationalists anticipated 
the reliable emergence of a Christian society from Christian 
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homes. Munger, Abbott, and Gladden mistrusted revivals, 
awaiting the churchly millennium through the “law of natu- 
ral increment” which Bushnell had deciphered. Liberal Prot- 
estants encouraged the spiritual hopes of the middle classes 
on the basis of their seemly, prosperous homes; a well- 
equipped house, George Harris promised, was a “perennial 
source of social regeneration.” Gordon thought the “well- 
ordered, homogeneous, highly educated community” had 
no need of knowledge of Christ’s compassion but cautioned 
the select few who were “Christian by inheritance” to re- 
member that the masses required Christ.1* 

Bushnell’s belief that prosperity and virtue were inter- 
locked informed thea aggressive nationalism of Josiah Strong, 
Austin Phelps, .Lyman — Abbott, and the many Protestant 
clergymen who supported the Spanish-American War. The 
metaphors of social Darwinism made Bushnell’s vision of an 
“outpopulating Christian stock” the more persuasive. In 
1899 Munger approvingly announced that events were ful- 
filling Bushnell’s prophecy of an aggressive, virtuous, trium- 
phant Anglo-Saxon race. Strong’s Our Country, describing 
the tight-spun mesh of Christianity, prosperity, and the 
Anglo-Saxon race, quoted extensively from Bushnell, and 
Lyman Abbott enthusiastically supported the Spanish-Amer- 
ican War, convinced that “barbarism” had “no rights which 
civilization is bound to Tespectsics 

Inflated by middle-class assurance, evolutionary theory 
seemed to promise the eventual hegemony of Anglo-Saxon 
virtue and wealth, and in the happy expectations of militant 
Protestantism, Bushnell’s theology proved opportune. With 
its doctrines of gradual development, the power of proper 
family training, and the hope of a dominant stock, Christian 
Nurture seemed peculiarly congenial to America’s social 
Darwinism. 

Though Christian Nurture fortified the class complacency 
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and righteous imperialism that invoked evolutionary terms, 
Bushnell’s work served for more than the penetration of 
Darwinian categor ies into Christian thought. Protestant lead- 
ers were not content with the society that centuries of evo- 
lution had created. If the direction of adyance was guaran- 
teed, the goal was not won, and the split between Christian 
vision and the status quo perturbed theologians more than 
the logic of continual ascension should have allowed. They 
read Christian anticipations and values into evolution; to 
them Darwinism promised redemption and the Kingdom of 
God on earth. The Christianity they found in Bushnell and 
others transformed their Darwinism as decisively as Dar- 
winism had changed their concepts of Christianity. A passion 
for a Christian society plagued them; distinctively Christian 
categories—the need of sacrifice, the Cross, salvation—gave 
structure to their thought. 

Witnessing the tenements and crime of cities, titel chi- 
canery of trusts, the strikes and antagonism of labor, the 
graft of politicians, Christians were perplexed and fright- 
ened. If evolution led to the Kingdom of God, its methods 
so far seemed barbarous, measured by the humanized reli- 
gious heritage of America. The Protestant clergy could not 
acquiesce in an imperfect, divided society. In their extremity 
ministers and laymen turned to the person of Christ for 
counsel. Here, too, they followed Bushnell. Though evolu- 
tionary theory implied that ideas were adjusted to successive 
environments, Protestant leaders looked to Jesus’ teachings 
for the solution of contemporary problems; and though 
social Darwinism recommended the struggle for survival, 
later ministers, like Bushnell, found the law of Christian ex- 
perience in sacrifice. 

Evolution revealed warfare, pain, and defeat in the process 
of the universe, and it seemed susceptible of a Christian 
reading only if God Himself endured the suffering and 
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victimization that pervaded time. Bushnell’s picture of a 
God marked by sorrow and anguish from the beginning of 
the world met the necessity; and Savage, Smyth, and Harris 
commented on the prevalence of his atonement theory. 
Gladden, George Gordon, and William Adams Brown saw 
in Christ the expression of the essential compassion of God, 
who suffered eternally because of His perfect love. “The 
God of the stellar universe,” Rauschenbusch testified, “is a 
God in whom I drown.” Only the “modified Sabellianism” 
of Bushnell offered him a God he could understand and love, 
a God who had “always suffered with and for mankind.”® 

Liberal theologians took up Bushnell’s ideas with the 
greater alacrity because they had neither the public nor the 
time to worry through theological complexities. Without 
_caviling over theory, they rapidly moved to practical ques- 
tions. What they wanted from Christianity was not the 
personal assurance of salvation but the impetus to a new 
society, not release from God’s wrath but the creation of 
effective human compassion. Christ’s love set the example 
which human love could follow. The atonement served to 
galvanize man’s energetic pity and initiate a new society. 
To Rauschenbusch, the Crucifixion stood as the primary 
incentive to the sacrificial love leading toward the Kingdom; 
it was “the most tremendous publicity success in the history 
of mankind.’’!® 

But if later theologians repeated Bushnell’s doctrine of 
Christian sacrifice, the love they enjoined marched with 
nature, not against it. Moved by the descent of God, Bush- 
nell had preached the strangeness of the Christian imperative 
of love; the next generation, anxious to establish the coher- 
ence between evolutionary progress and triumphant Christi- 
anity, rejected any such breach with nature. At Andover, 
Harris announced the harmony between the laws of Chris- 
tianity and evolution, stressing that self-love was Christian 


166 


THE USES OF THEOLOGY 


and sacrificial love an aspect of group survival. Relieved to 
find that evolution involved protection of the young and 
herd loyalties, theologians identified these natural relation- 
ships with the Christian law of sacrificial love. Christ, ex- 
plained William Clarke, had set forth “a law of natural love.” 
The “virile, authoritative, rational” love of progressive the- 
ology had little in common with the passionate martrydom 
Bushnell had deciphered in the Cross.” 

Eventually Jesus as teacher eclipsed Bushnell’s vision of 
a crucified and saving God. Buckham regretted that Bushnell 
had placed Jesus on the divine side of the “chasm” he had 
foolishly opened between God and man. Bushnell’s Chris- 
tology had focused on the atonement, but later theologians 
disparaged the shadowy Christ of Pauline faith in favor of 
the persuasive reality of the historic Jesus. Arguing that the 
symbolism of the Cross had no place in modern life, Edward 
Ames suggested that a more timely Christianity would stress 
Jesus’ hostility to the Pharisaic law, his scourging of the 
money-changers, his blessing of children."® 

The first requirement the new theology made of Christ 
was that he indicate the way to the good society. If Jesus 
had failed to solve the “temperance problem,” Abbott was 
nonetheless inspired at the thought of the “superb prison 
warden” He would have made, and the pastor saw Christ’s 
mission as the attempt to elevate the masses to wealth and 
wisdom. Bushnell had primarily demanded a converting 
change in the quality of the emotional life; for him the ex- 
traordinary love created by knowledge of Christ served to 
express a saving faith, not to reorder the world. But later 
theologians derogated the emotional religion of the past. 
Bushnell had warned that a society concealing sin by its 
manifest reforms was evil and delusive, but Rauschenbusch 
exulted that “a Christian social order makes bad men do 
good things.” Liberal Christians hastened to disengage the 
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instructive “teachings” of Jesus from a cumbersome the- 
ology, and in the unsettlement of rapid social change laymen 
and ministers in chautauqua courses, Sunday schools, and 
discussion groups sought the reassurance of moral stability 
which knowledge of Jesus’ ideas might bring.’ 

‘The churchmen who followed Bushnell had their own | 
peculiar problems to meet. Like Bushnell, they were address- | 


ing the middle-class public rather than scholars or theo- | 
logians. Because of their public and because they were more 
anxious to comprehend modern science and society through | 
Christian concepts than to preserve a theological tradition, 
they borrowed and discarded with easy hands. They were 
dedicated not to conserving the whole of theology but to | 
saving Christianity from anachronism. — 
From Bushnell’s work they derived courage, inspiration, 
and renewed faith. His rationale served as a point of depar- 
ture in their campaign to defend essential ChristianityThe 
qualified naturalism of Christian Nurture, th/+numanized 
Deity of God in Christ, and the human freedom and power © 
described in Nature and the Supernatural, answering their 
\ needs, became constant motifs in liberal Protestantism. 
That their Darwinism awaited a Kingdom of God on earth, 
won through sacrifice and love, must be partly attributed to 
Bushnell. Bushnell’s theology proved useful in the battle of 
the next half-century for a humane, enlightened, viable 
Christianity. Inevitably, in the exigencies of the times, many 
of his ideas were neglected. Yet, in their generous flexibility 
and their energetic dedication, Bushnell’s successors con- 
tinued his tireless, loyal quest for a living Christian faith. e \ 
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The following summary notes only the books that proved particu- 
larly helpful in preparation of this study. My doctoral dissertation, 
from which the present work was adapted, contains a complete 
bibliography and can be found in Widener Library, Cambridge, 
Massachusetts. 

The Spirit in Man, edited by Mary Bushnell Cheney (New 
York, 1903), contains selections from the important sermons that 
Bushnell left unpublished. The complete manuscript of the crucial 
sermon “God Reigns for the Largest Love” adds valuable ma- 
terial, however. The five handwritten Journals of the trip to 
Europe, though largely dutiful records of the dimensions of 
churches visited, are interesting as the only record in diary form 
which Bushnell kept. Mary Bushnell Cheney’s Life and Letters 
of Horace Bushnell (New York, 1880), presents his correspond- 
ence, writings, and personal life from a daughter’s point of view. 

For understanding of the religious tradition in which Bushnell 
worked, Perry Miller’s The New England Mind (New York, 
1939) and Jonathan Edwards (New York, 1949) are essential. 
Frank H. Foster’s A Genetic History of New England Theology 
(Chicago, 1907) is lucid, though rather narrowly focused on the 
question of free will. Joseph Haroutinian’s Piety vs. Moralism: 
The Passing of New England Theology (New York, 1932) traces 
the complex theological changes that subtly transformed the Cal- 
vinism of the Puritans into a rationalistic moralism. Two works 
by European scholars made it possible to set Bushnell’s contribu- 
tions to theology in broader perspective. Heinrich Brunner’s Die 
Mystik und das Wort (2d ed.; Tubingen, 1928) discriminates 
between Christian faith and Schleiermacher’s mysticism, and | 
Anders Nygren’s Agape and Eros, translated by A. G. Herbert 
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(London, 1932), brilliantly defines the disparity between Pauline 
agape and pagan eros. 

Contemporary ideas affecting Bushnell’s thought include the 
theories of Unitarians and transcendentalists, the restatements of 
orthodoxy, and the new beliefs resulting from science. Perry 
Miller’s The Transcendentalists (Cambridge, Mass., 1950) pre- 
sents and interprets the contending issues and theories centered 
around transcendentalism. Charles Feidelson’s Symbolism and 
American Literature (Chicago, 1953) is a suggestive, occasion- 
ally orphic analysis of the semantic and symbolic theories of 
mid-century American writers. The writings of Edwards Park 
present the modifications of orthodoxy made by an Andover pro- 
fessor in response to pressures similar to those Bushnell experi- 
enced in his Hartford pulpit, while the essays of Alexander Hodge 
reveal the difficult, indignant course of an intransigent orthodoxy. 
The impact of science on American middle-class thought has been 
comprehensively analyzed in Arthur Ekirch’s The Idea of Prog- 
ress in America, 1815-1860 (New York, 1944). 

Autobiographies and biographies suggest how Bushnell’s fellow 
ministers met the intellectual and professional challenge of the 
times. William Sprague’s Annals of the American Pulpit (8 vols.; 
New York, 1857-60) is an exhaustive picture of the eighteenth- 
and nineteenth-century ministry, drawn from letters by contem- 
poraries. The autobiographies of Lyman Beecher and Charles 
Finney convey the robust, unintellectualized evangelism of the 
churches, while Orville Dewey’s Autobiography and Letters (Bos- 
ton, 1883) reveals the attitudes of a successful Unitarian minister. 
Sidney Mead’s Nathaniel W. Taylor, 1786-1858 (Chicago, 1942) 
incisively portrays the interplay between American republican 
society and Taylor’s New Divinity. Constance Rourke’s Trum- 
pets of Jubilee (New York, 1927) offers a dramatic, vivid picture 
of several ministers. The only biography of the dominant, dog- 
matic, and learned Alexander Hodge is the outdated Life by A. A. 
Hodge (New York, 1880). 

Many of the interests and worries of the society Bushnell ad- 
dressed are reflected in the best-selling gift-book literature. The 
widely sold Mother at Home by John Abbott (New York, 1833) 
anticipates many of the doctrines of Christian Nurture. The 
Annual Reports of the American Sunday School Union reveal 
some of the theological strains the Sunday school attempted to 
ease. Articles in religious periodicals like the Christian Examiner 
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(Unitarian), the Princeton Review (Presbyterian), and the Bibli- 
cal Repository and Bibliotheca Sacra (Congregational) present 
the dilemmas of the ministry as they were immediately experi- 
enced. Some of the tensions between Christian faith and mercan- 
tile society are documented in Joel Hawes’s Memoir of Normand 
Smith; or the Christian Serving God in His Business (American 
Tract Society, 1839). The basic interpretation of the links be- 
tween Protestant thought and capitalism is, of course, Max 
Weber’s The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, trans- 
lated by Talcott Parsons (New York, 1930). The particular so- 
ciety Bushnell encountered in Hartford had to be pieced out of 
many sources. J. Eugene Smith’s One Hundred Years of Hart- 
ford’s “Courant” (New Haven, 1949) provided the most detailed 
and comprehensive picture of the city. 

Bushnell’s influence on later theology is brought out in the 
many tributes progressive Christians wrote to him: T. T. Mun- 
ger’s Horace Bushnell, Preacher and Theologian (Boston, 1899), 
John W. Buckham’s essay in Progressive Religious Thought in 
America (Boston, 1919), Washington Gladden’s remarks in his 
Recollections (Boston, 1909). The integration of the humani- 
tarian Christianity inherited from Bushnell and others with evo- 
lution is attempted in Lyman Abbott’s The Theology of an Evo- 
lutionist (Boston, 1897) and Minot Savage’s The Religion of an 
Evolutionist (Boston, 1876). The most intricate and ambitious 
synthesis of the ethics of love and survival is George Harris’ 
Moral Evolution (Boston, 1899). The ideology of the social gospel 
is thoroughly summed up in Charles Hopkins’ The Rise of the 
Social Gospel in American Protestantism, 1865-1915 (New 
Haven, 1940). Walter Rauschenbusch’s A Theology for the So- 
cial Gospel (New York, 1917) is the only serious contemporary 
effort to articulate the theology behind social Christianity. 
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Abbott, John, Mother at Home, 63 

Abbott, Lyman, 137, 160, 164, 167 

Adam, 127 

Aetna Fire Insurance Company, 33, 
34 

African Free Church, Hartford, 
Connecticut, 38 

Agape; see Love 

Agassiz, Louis, 123 

Alcott, Bronson, 8 

Alexander, James, 58, 70, 76 

American Sunday School Union, 62 

Ames, Edward, 167 

Ames, William, 156 

Amherst College, 97, 122 

Andover Theological Seminary, 8, 
ie. G/, 85,89, 90, 91, 94, 
Vowel 00, 125, 160, 162, 166 

Anglo-Saxons, 57, 71, 124, 159, 164 

Anti-Christ, 50 

Apollinarianism, 111 

Apthorp, Mary, 29 

Aristotle, 125 

Arminianism, 41 

Atlantic Monthly, 121, 158 

Atonement: moral-government the- 
ory of, xi, xii, 139; in New Eng- 
land theology, xii, 139; Bush- 
nell on, 134, 137, 139, 142, 143, 
Wael 49-0 153. 155, 166, 167; 
James F. Clarke on, 148; in lib- 
eral Protestantism, 162, 166 


Bacon, Leonard, 81, 83, 111 
Baptism, 64, 65, 66 
Baptists, xiii 

Barnum’s museum, 88 
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Bartol, Cyrus, 84, 93, 111, 116, 117, 
120.0132. Ly 
Beecher, Henry Ward, 35, 87, 88, 
91, 92, 134, 160, 161 
Beecher, Lyman, 18, 29, 30, 54, 77, 
81, 83, 140; Plea for the West, 82 
Bellamy, Joseph, 17, 44, 62, 109 
Benton, Thomas Hart, 35 
Bible: and Bushnell, 21, 117, 119, 
123; and Bushnell’s congregation, 
47; and language, 95, 96; and 
SCIENCE LOT lO mI 2 mt oe elo 
Bartol on, 132 
Biblical Repository, 75, 82, 83, 87, 
88, 89, 90, 95, 100, 111 
Bibliotheca Sacra, 95, 121, 122 
Blair, Hugh, 14, 98 
Blake, William, 71 
Boston, Massachusetts, 38, 82, 84, 
90, 93, 94, 104, 113, 114, 116, 
121 48S] 
Boston and Springfield Railroad, 32 
Brace, Jonathan, Jr., 4 
Brace, Thomas, 34 
Brown, Thomas, 14 
Brown, William Adams, 166 
Brownell, Bishop Thomas, 35, 56, 
66, 76; “Errors of the Times,” 
565.57 
Brownson, Orestes, 111 
Buckham, John, 162 
Bunyan, John, Holy War, 115 
Bushnell, Horace 
Biography: childhood, 1-3; rela- 
tions with parents, 3-4; con- 
versions. >, 11,) 200 137-0144: 
college, 4-6, 10, 12; conflicts 
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with orthodoxy, 20, 67, 84, 
111, 112, 113; at Hartford, 31- 
Sipelao;, early ministry, 32; 
Protestant Alliance, 41, 81, 82; 
congregations, 44-51, 65, 112, 
1iBeecalling, 77,79, 80, h16, 
136, 156, 158; Middlebury 
College, 80; at Harvard Divin- 
ity School, 84, 91; at Andover 
Theological Seminary, 91; at 
Yale Divinity School, 91; au- 
dience, 91, 93, 94, 114, 135, 
157-59 

Influences on: religious inherit- 
atice, 1x, .1y Golertcge manus, 
21-28, 30, 127; Nathaniel ‘Tay- 
lor, 13, 17, 28-29, 92; roman- 
ticism, 27, 28, 30, 137, 144, 
145, 149, 157; orthodoxy, 28, 
154; Scottish realism, 30, 66, 
67; German theology, 102-3, 
Paul, 116; Bible, 117, 119, 123; 
Theodore Parker, 126; Fred- 
erick Maurice, 141; Jonathan 
Edwards, 148-49; Darwinism, 
Hou 

Religious views: language, 5, 6, 
10, 20, 24, 30, 32, 83, 84, 91, 
Ose tL Ole LOSS 00 SEL O2c 
faith, 10, 11, 20, 87, 88, 119, 
131, 136, 142, 144; God, 11, 
1D LOOM O9 cet Oe aaa dere 
118, 126, 135, 138, 141-46, 
152-53, 158-59, 162-63, 166— 
67; salvation, 11, 47, 66, 128- 
30, 135, 146, 160-61; New 
Divinity, 13, 19, 30; will, 29, 
L1855127, 130;:craces3 7103; 
126-27, 141-43, 146; sin, 47, 
68, 127-29, 137, 158; Christ, 
AI 68—69, 72,108, 109, 9119, 
50231, 1353; (134 e138 5140: 
143, 145, 146, 149, 152-54, 
158-59, 161, 167; regenera- 
tion, 55-56, 146; love, 67, 82, 
138-39, 142-43, 147-50, 166; 
church, 69, 73; Catholicism, 
77, 81, 82; oratory, 83-87, 90— 
92, 94, 99, 101;-113, 157; Cal- 
vinism, 90, 109, 116, 149; 
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Trinity, 94, 105; imagery, 101, 
104-7, 114; nature, 101, 128-— 
31, 145,148, 15859 162.5 soe, 
truth, 104; Unitarianism, 105, 
116, 119; ritual, 106-9; Com- 
munion, 108; orthodoxy, 116— 
17, 132, 141, 162; history, 119, 
123, 124, 132, 137; progress, 
119, 124, 126, 152; transcen- 
dentalism, 119, 125, 126, 154; 
science, 119-20, 123-26, 137; 
geology, 124, 129, 158; re- 
demption, 126, 137, 141, 145; 
atonement, 134, 137, 139, 142- 
43, 146, 149, 153, 155, 166, 
167; the heart,pigqeeis sen ee 
sacrifice, 138, 144, 147, 149, 
165; moral-government theory, 
142, 143;- agape, elo Ouaa a. 
evolution, 151-53, 162; Holy 
Spirit, 154; conversion, 163 


Social views: nationalism, xiii, 


78; business ethic, 31, 32, 37, 
45-48, 146; class structure, 
40, 41, 49, 50, 159, 168; edu- 
cation, 40; Anglo-Saxons, 40, 
41, 50, 57, 71, 13935 woman 
suffrage, 48, 49; the home and 
family, 69, 129, 130, 159, chap. 
v; democracy, 78-80; the Holy 
Commonwealth, 79; slavery, 
79, 80,..82, 1373" @ivileyvan 
LOg Ls) 


Works: ‘‘Barbarism, the First 


Danger,” 157; Christ and His 
Salvation, 158; Christ in The- 
ology, 112; Christian Nurture, 
53, 67, 69, 73, TL 3ei Boe 
161, 163, 164, 168, reviewed, 
70-72; ‘‘The Crisis of the 
Church,” 78; 1832 MS, 28; 
Forgiveness and the Law, 153; 
God in Christ, 10, 91, 92, 94, 
101,105, 113, PLS Seats eee 
138, 158, 168, reviewed, 110, 
111; “God Reigns @toretne 
Largest Love,”’ 148-50; “The 
Kingdom of Heaven as a Grain 
of Mustard Seed,”’ 66; ‘“‘Modi- 
fications Demanded by the Ro- 


man Catholics in the School 
System,” 39; Nature and the 
Supernatural, 117-20, 122-26, 
Peueitod.) 134,158, 160, 168; 
reviewed, 132; ‘‘Politics under 
the Law of God,” 80; ‘‘Re- 
spectable Sin,” 47; “Sermons 
for the New Life,’”’ 131, 134; 
“The Spiritual Economy of 
Revivals of Religion,” 55; Vi- 
carious Sacrifice, 136, 143, 147, 
149, 155 
Businessmen: Bushnell and, 31, 32, 
37, 45; in Hartford, 33, 38; char- 
ities of, 36, 37; and religion, 46; 
see also Middle classes; Upper 
classes 
Butler, Joseph, 21 
Byron, George Gordon, Lord, 144 


California, state of, 116, 117 

Calvin, John, ix, 156 

Calvinism: influence on Bushnell, ix, 
x, 149; on damnation, x; on God, 
Pero Olecrace, x, xi, 89;" on 
salvation, x, 16, 59; and Jonathan 
Edwards, xi; in Colonial Amer- 
ica, x1; and revelation, 16; men- 
tioned, 17, 71; Taylor’s modifica- 
tions of, 18; and Coleridge, 23; 
and business ethic, 45; on chil- 
dren, 63; and revivals, 73; and 
oratory, 86, 88; and middle class, 
88-92, 157; on sin, 89; and Bush- 
nell, 90, 109, 116; and language, 
93; and geology, 123; and Taylor, 
140 

Carlyle, Thomas, 144 

Catholic School, Hartford, Connect- 
icut, 40 

Catholicism: mentioned, 27, 38, 40, 
41; and Bushnell, 77, 81, 82; 
clergy on, 81 

Catholics, 50 

Channing, William E., 96, 104, 106 

Cherokees, 36 

_ Cheshire Academy, 8 

Christ: and Bushnell’s congregation, 
47; Bushnell on, 49, 67-70, 72, 
o7.81086.-109, 119, 130, 131,°133, 


INDEX 


134, 138, 140, 143, 145, 146, 149, 
152-54, 158-61; and revivals, 54, 
55; and preaching, 89; Unitarian- 
ism on, 96, 110, 125, 140; Con- 
gregationalism on, 110; and na- 
ture i2>o- barker on,! 125: in 
New England theology, 139; 
Maurice on, 141; liberal Prot- 
estantism on, 165, 167 

Christ Church, Hartford, Connect- 
icut, 42, 53 

Christian Ballads, 34 

Christian Examiner, 74, 83, 89, 110, 
12391 25211 Soe 

Christian Keepsake, 89 

Christian Observatory, 70, 76, 111 

Christian Review, 70 

Christian Spectator, 6, 13, 19, 58, 66, 
74, 76, 89, 99 

Church: Bushnell on, 69, 70, 73; 
Emerson on, 70 

Cincinnati, Ohio, 41 

City: and Bushnell, 2; threat to 
religion, 6-8, 58; and clergy, 44; 
and the home, 58, 60; and liberal 
Protestantism, 165 

Civil sWar807113.6, 137 

Clark, James F., 147 

Clarke, William, 167 

Clay, Henry, xi 

Clergy: influence of, xi, xii, xiii, 52, 
60,0: 7951363) Puritan esi 0; 
New Light, xii, 11; and oratory, 
16, 75, 76, 88, 100; influence of 
Coleridge on, 22; and business, 
37; in Hartford, 41; and city, 44; 
influence of democracy on, 73- 
75; Emerson on, 74; and moral 
societies, 77, 81; Bushnell on, 80; 
in Europe, 84; influence of Ger- 
man theology on, 103; influence 
of ssciences On arcO wie lsat 23 3 
Bushnell’s influence on, 160-68; 
influence of evolution on, 161-65; 
liberal Protestant, 164-65 

Cogswell, Alice, 36 

Coleridge, Samuel T’: Aids to Re- 
flection, 5; influence on Bushnell, 
20, 30, 127; influence on clergy, 
22, 26; on language, 24, 102; on 
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moral law, 24-25; on will, 26, 
28, 1273 on sin, 127 

Collins, Amos, 34 

Communion, 108 

Congregational Associations, 115 

Congregational Quarterly, 70 

Congregational Visitor, 58, 59 

Congregationalism : decrease of, xiii, 
56; mentioned, 35, 114, 140; in 
Hartford, 41, 42; and clergy, 52; 
and Episcopalianism, 57; and or- 
thodoxy, 65; and Bushnell, 71, 73, 
81, 93; and upper classes, 88, 89; 
and language, 97, 104; on Christ, 
110; on salvation, 110; and sci- 
ence, 123, 160; and conversion, 
163 

‘Connecticut, state of, xiii, 1, 16, 56, 
77, 80, 84, 89, 97, and passim 

Connecticut Evangelical Magazine, 6, 
54, 139 

Connecticut River, 31 

Connecticut River and Steamboat 
Company, 32 

Consociation, 113 

Conversion: Edwards on, xi; re- 
vivals, xii, 19, 65; Bushnell’s, 3, 
11, 20, 137, 144; and psychology 
of the child, 63; of upper classes, 
89; Bushnell on, 163; and Con- 
gregationalists, 163; and Pres- 
byterians, 163 

Country, 7, 8, 32 

Courant (Hartford, Conn.), 32, 33, 
35, 36, 39, 40 

Crucifixion, 50, 78, 109, 145, 116 

Cuba, 117 


East Hampton, Long Island, 27 

East Windsor, Connecticut, 53, 66 

East Windsor Theological Semi- 
nary, 67, 70 

Eden, 125 

Education, 14, 40, 60, 61; see also 
Psychology of the child 

Edwards, Jonathan: influence on 
Bushnell, ix, 149; influence of, xi, 
213)25,302;) theology of, xi, 11, 
139, 140; Nature of True Virtue, 
148-50 


196 


Edwards, Jonathan, Jr., 17 

Elijah, 88 

Eliot, President Charles, 151 

Eloquence; see Clergy; Imagery; 
Language; Oratory 

Emerson, Ralph Waldo: American 
Scholar, xiii; and Coleridge, 21; 
in Hartford, 35; on ministry, 74, 
86; on eloquence, 76, 85, 100; 
on language, 94, 104; on God, 
107, 140; on Communion, 108; 
on Crucifixion, 109; on geology, 
122; on nature, 123, 128, 141, 
150; individualism of, 129; men- 
tioned, 142, 144 

Emmons, Nathanael, 17, 29, 62, 
109, 139, 140 

England, 84, 141 

Episcopalianism: decline of, xii; ex- 
pansion of, xiii, xiv, 16; and Bush- 
nell, 27, 82; in Hartford, 41, 42; 
on revivals, 56, 66, 73; review of 
Christian Nurture, 71; and upper 
classes, 89 

Europe, 82, 84 

Europeans, 103 

Eutychianism, 111 

Evolution: mentioned, 141, 147, 
159, 160; Bushnell on, 151-53, 
162; influence on liberal Protes- 
tantism, 160—65 


Fairfield, Connecticut, 61 

Fairfield West Association, 112 

Faith: and Bushnell, 10, 11, 20, 87, 
88, 119, 131, 136,5T425 ae: 
Luther on, 17; and science, 122 

Family; see City; Gift books; Moth- 
er; Psychology of the child 

Finney, Charles G., 29530 maago04 
41, 57, 64 

First Congregational Church, Hart- 
ford, Connecticut, 34, 41, 55, 66 

Fitch, Eleazer, 10 

Free Religious Association, 151 

Friendship Offering, 59 


Galileans, 49 
Gallaudet, Thomas, 36, 37 
Gannett, Ezra Stiles, 74 


General Association of Connecticut, 
61 

General Theological Seminary, 162 

Gethsemane, 143 

Geology: Unitarians on, 97; influ- 
ence of, 120-23; Emerson on, 
f22-and Calvinism, 123: and 
Bushnell, 124-28, 158; and Bible, 
126; see also Science 

German Reformed Church: men- 
tioned, 64, 65; review of Christian 
Nurture, 71 

German Reformed Mercersburg 
Seminary, 64 

German theology: influence on 
Bushnell, 102, 103; influence on 
clergy, 103 

German thought, 126 

Germany, 141 

Gibbs, Josiah, 100 

Gift books: on country versus city, 
7-9, 58-59; on education, 14; 
romanticism of, 27, 144-45; 
Hartford contributors to, 34; and 
orthodoxy, 65, 90, 91, 92 

Gladden, Washington, 137, 160-64, 
166; What Is Left of the Old Doc- 
trines? 161 

God: Calvinist, x, 16, 59, 89, 123; 
deism, xii; in New England the- 
ology, xii, 139; Bushnell on, 11, 
19, 48, 71, 72, 79, 100, 105, 109, 
MGa113117, 118, 126, 138. 141— 
46, 152-54, 158-59, 162-63, 166— 
67; New Divinity on, 17, 18; and 
psychology of the child, 63; Em- 
erson on, 107, 140; Maurice on, 
141; Clark on, 147; and evolu- 
tionary thought, 160; in liberal 
Protestantism, 161 

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von, 103 

Goldsmith, Oliver, 34 

Goodrich, Chauncey, 10 

Goodrich, Samuel, 31 

Gordon, George, 161—64, 166 

Grace: Calvinism on, x, xi, 89; and 
Puritan churches, x11; Finney on, 
37= Bushnell :’on, 37, 108, 126, 
141-43, 146; and revivals, 54; in 
New England theology, 139 
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Great Awakening, 145 
Greeks, 36 

Greeley, Horace, 35 
Guilford, Connecticut, 1 


Hale, Sarah, 60 

Half-Way Covenant, 62 

Hamilton, Thomas, 15 

Harris, George, 160, 161, 164, 166 

Hartford, Connecticut, 53, 55-57, 
116, 135, chap. iv, and passim 

Hartford Insurance Company, 33 

Harvard College, 84, 113, 115, 151 

Harvard Divinity School, 84, 91, 93 
94, 98, 110 

Haverhill, Massachusetts, 162 

Hawes, Joel, 8, 34-36, 41-44, 53, 
55ESTMOIN GOT TAS IIT 

“The heart,” 20, 27, 28, 91, 137, 
144, 145, 148, 155, 157 

Hebrew, 95 

Hebrews, 108 

Hegel, Georg, 64 

Hemans, Mrs. Felicia, 144 

Hibernian Society (Hartford, 
Conn.), 38 

Hints to Sunday School Teachers, 95 

History) I 9et 233024) PSL 32N 137, 

Hitchcock, Edward, 97, 121, 122 

Hodge, Charles, 64, 65, 71, 74 

Hollis Chair, 84, 111 

Holy Commonwealth, xi, 79, 156 

Holy Spirit, 154 

Home; see Mother 

Home Missionary Society, 82 

Hopkins, Mark, 35, 130 

Hopkins, Samuel, 25, 29, 62, 139, 
140 

Hosmer, James, 34, 66 

Howells, William D., 144 


Imagery: Scottish philosophy on, 
98, 99; and oratory, 99, 100; 
Emerson on, 100; and language, 
101; Bushnell on, 101, 104, 105, 
106, 114; Channing on, 104 

Imlay, William, 33, 42 

Imputation, xi, 62 

Independent, 153 

Irish, 38, 39, 40, 41 
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Jacob, 55 

Jerusalem, 49 

Jesus, 167, 168; see also Christ 
Jews, 36 

Johnson, A. B., 99 


Kames, Henry H., Lord, 14, 99 
Kansas-Nebraska Act, 80 
Kant, Immanuel, 22, 25, 26 
Kierkegaard, S¢ren, 51 

King, Thomas, 124 

Kingdom of God, 163, 165, 168 
Kirk, Russell, 88 
Know-Nothingism, 40 


Laborers; see Lower classes 

Language: and Bushnell, 5, 6, 10, 
24, 30, 32, 83, 91, 93,94, 101, 104, 
106, 162; of traditional religion, 
9, 93, 95; Coleridge on, 24, 102; 
Emerson on, 94, 104; Scottish 
realism on, 94, 98, 102; and Bible, 
95; Unitarians on, 96, 97; and 
truth, 97; Locke on, 97, 98; and 
imagery, 101; see also Imagery; 
Nature; Oratory 

Lind, Jenny, 39, 144 

Litchfield, Connecticut, 1, 83 

Locke, John, xii, 97, 98 

Love: Bushnell on, 67, 68, 138, 139, 
142, 143, 147-50, 155, 166; Ed- 
wards on, 149; in liberal Protes- 
tantism, 168 

Lowell, James R., 144 

Lowell, Massachusetts, 33 

Lower classes: Baptist and Method- 
ist leanings of, xiii; of Hartford, 
38, 39; and Bushnell, 49, 50, 79 

Luther, Martin, ix, 17, 83, 94, 128 

Lyman, Eugene, 162 


Madison, Bishop James, xii 

Mann, Horace, 3 

Marsh, James, 21, 22, 26 

Marshall, John, xii 

Massachusetts, state of, 16, 88 

Massachusetts Sunday School Soci- 
ety, 67, 73 

Maurice, Frederick, The Doctrine of 
Sacrifice, 141 

Melville, Herman, Billy Budd, 50 
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Merchants; see Businessmen; Mid- 
dle classes; Upper classes 

Methodists, increase of, xiii 

Middle classes: and manners, 6; 
literature of, 27; of Hartford, 35; 
charities of, 36, 38; and Bushnell, 
57, 157,159, 168; and ‘children; 
64; and Calvinism, 88-92; see also 
Businessmen; Upper classes 

Middlebury College, Vermont, 80 

Miller, Samuel, 44 

Ministry; see Clergy 

Mobility, xiii, 6, 9, 58, 159 

Moral agency, 127, 132 

Moral government: on atonement, 
139; Taylor on, 140; Bushnell on, 
142, 143 

Moral Law: Coleridge on, 24, 25; 
mentioned, 28; and child, 67; 
Bushnell on, 145 

Moral societies: Bushnell on, 36; 
and businessmen, 37; and clergy, 
77; and Leonard Bacon, 83 

Morell, John, 102 

Moses, 120 

Mother, 58, 60, 65, 67, 71, 145, 
163; see also City 

Munger, Theodore, 162, 164 


Napoleon, 27, 29 

Nationalism, xiii, 78, 164 

Natural ability, xi, 11, 17 

Nature: and clergy, 100; and de- 
mocracy, 100; and imagery, 100; 
Bushnell on, 101, 108, 128-31, 
145, 148, 158, 162, 163; and 
Christ, 123; Emerson on, 123, 
128, 141, 150; Bartol on, 132 

Nazarenes, 49 

Neander, Johann A., 102, 111 

Negroes, 36, 38, 39, 41, 49, 50 

Nettleton, Ashahel, 57, 66 

Nevin, John, The Anxious Bench, 
64, 65 

New Canaan, Connecticut, 1 

New Divinity: and Bushnell, 13; 
and ‘Taylor, 15, 44; theology, 16— 
20; and Coleridge, 28; influence 
on Bushnell, 30; and Nevin, 64; 
see also Taylor, Nathaniel 


New England theology, xi, 20, 139, 
143 

New Englander, 16, 42, 66, 71, 86, 
Syeeoi10. 112. 121. 126/132, 
134 

New Haven, Connecticut, 4, 5, 17, 
Soe 423 

New Light ministers, xii 

New London, Connecticut, 61 

New Preston, Connecticut, 1, 3, 5, 
20, 21 

New ‘Testament, 47, 146; see also 
Bible; Christ 

New York, state of, 6, 56, 58, 80, 
827315) 

Niagara Falls, 27 

Nicene Creed, 112 

Nietzsche, Friedrich, 51 

North American Review, 143, 147, 
148, 153 

North Congregational Church, 
Hartford, Connecticut, 29, 43, 66 

Norton, Andrews, 96, 98, 107, 126 

Norwich, Connecticut, 9 


Oberlin Theological School, 162 

Ohio, state of, 80 

Old Testament, 130, 135 

Oratory: clergy and, 75, 76, 88; 
and Bushnell, 83-87, 90, 92, 93, 
94, 99, 101, 113, 157; success of 
Henry W. Beecher, 87; and Cal- 
vinism, 88; and ‘“‘the heart,”’ 91; 
and imagery, 98, 99, 100; and 
Europeans, 103; Unitarians on, 
110; see also Clergy; Imagery, 
Language 

Orthodoxy: in Connecticut, xi; 
and Bushnell, 3, 20, 67, 84, 112, 
Ditei os tt7, 132, 141,154; 162; 
modified by New Divinity, 18; 
Tylerism, 19; and Coleridge, 23, 
25, 26; and romanticism, 28; of 
Joel Hawes, 41, 42, 61, 116; and 
revivals, 43, 62, 140; and psy- 
chology of the child, 61-65, 71; 
of Sunday School Union, 65; and 
science, 120, 122 


Paine, Thomas, xii 
Paley, William, 5, 21, 22 


INDEX 


Papacy, 41, 81 

Park, Edwards, 74, 89, 90, 111 

Parker, Theodore, 75, 84, 85,"106, 
P25 260125, 154 

Peabody, Francis, 163 

Pelagianism, 111 

Perkins, William, 156 

Pestalozzi, Johann, Letters on the 
Education of Infancy, 63 

Phelps, Austin, 164 

Phoenix Insurance Company, 33 

Pond, Enoch, 75, 84, 111; Young 
Pastor's Guide, 54 

Pontius Pilate, 78 

Pope, the, 82 

Porter, Ebenezer, 16, 100 

Porter, Noah, 112 

Presbyterianism, 61, 64, 65, 71, 
126, 163 

Princeton College, xii 

Princeton Review, 21, 37, 61, 71, 83, 
Pitteel 2122 

Progress: Bushnell on, 119, 126, 
152:eand*sciences 123412401257 
and Darwinism, 144; Emerson on, 
158; see also History 

Protestant Alliance, 41, 77, 81, 82, 
119 

Providence, 47 

Psychology of the child: and the- 
ology, 62-65; Bushnell on, 67— 
69; and liberal Protestantism, 
163; see also Scottish realism; 
Mother; Revivals 

Puritan, xiii, 46, 47, 50, 62, 69, 77, 
ID 156 

Puritanism, 19 
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